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ABSTRACT 
Keeping Kids Safe (KKS) is a study that presents an integrated model to 
demonstrate that the interaction between the predisposition of the youth and the 
institutional environment acts to promote or deter safety among incarcerated youth. The 
study illustrates that the peer subculture that produces a spectrum of violence within the 
institution is dependent on both the extra-custody attributes of the youth that affect his 
attitudes, beliefs and behaviours and on the critical influence of institutional attributes 
like program resources, staff/youth interactions and practices of social control. A 
predisposition that includes child maltreatment and exposure to domestic violence was 
used as the clarifying example that brought the model to life. Coping strategies used by 
youth to ameliorate or manage peer aggression in the institutions were examined. 
The KKS study utilized a mixed methods triangulation design and through self 
reports by youth consumers of service, offers valuable insight into the lived experience of 
youth who were residing in four secure custody facilities in Canada. Two sets of sites 
were designated Safer and Less Safe based on institutional safety as perceived by the 
youth. A variation in culture across the two institutional types was evidenced through the 
description of peer harassment and aggression and the concomitant coping strategies 
used by youth to manage the milieu. Further analysis of the data according to the youth's 
involvement in the child welfare and youth justice systems was undertaken. 
Key findings that emerged from this study were: The imported risk factors of an 
adverse family history of child maltreatment and exposure to domestic violence, 
combined with an early and protracted history of incarceration in the youth justice 
system set the stage for a continuum of peer aggression within the youth justice 
i 
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institutions studied. This finding confirms the integrated model for understanding 
violence among incarcerated youth. Furthermore, coping strategies which served to 
ameliorate or manage the impact of peer aggression were directly aligned with the 
adaptive responses of youth who struggle with a history of child maltreatment or 
exposure to domestic violence. Youth imported these entrenched response patterns of 
internalizing symptomology, externalizing behaviours and relational difficulties into the 
institutional milieu. Nonetheless, the protective features of the institutional environment 
and the role played by staff served to mediate the prevalence and impact of peer 
aggression. 
Youth participants reinforced that violence begins in the family and without 
appropriate recognition and intervention can be perpetuated in societal institutions. 
Accordingly, recommendations for research, policy and practice are offered. 
ii 
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 
Keeping Kids Safe (KKS) is a study that presents an integrated model to 
demonstrate that the interaction between the predisposition of the youth and the 
institutional environment acts to promote or deter safety among incarcerated youth. A 
multi-level analysis is required to understand the converging developmental processes 
across childhood and adolescence; the different influences affecting childhood behaviour, 
e.g. family, school, peer groups and community; the institutional contexts and structures 
that inform and direct public opinion and policy; and the broader societal and global 
environments that moderate all of these. The Ecology of Human Development Theory 
by Uri Bronfenbrenner provides the best framework for examining this complex pattern 
of layered systems (1975,1977, 1979, 1989, & 1998). The Keeping Kids Safe 
studyconsiders peer aggression in youth justice institutions from this framework. 
Incarcerated youth, particularly youth in mid-to-late adolescence, are not 
necessarily understood according to where they are situated in their developmental 
history. Developmental criminology crystallizes the complexity of issues that arise when 
youth confront the criminal justice system, approaching that complexity from a 
developmental perspective. The tracking of early childhood and adolescent experiences 
in individuals who later become involved in that system can provide useful information 
with regard to understanding developmental trajectories particularly as it relates to youth 
violence (Lescheid, Nowicki, Rodger & Chiodo, 2006). These experiences predispose 
youth to particular patterns of behaviour and strategies for coping while incarcerated. 
There are two primary models identified in the literature for understanding 
1 
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prisoner adaptation to the institutional environment (i.e. prisonization). Earlier studies 
debated the extent to which coercive, dehumanizing prison conditions forced inmates to 
behave in violent ways to alleviate the "pains of imprisonment" and regain control over 
their social environment - the deprivation model (Puritz & Scali, 1998; Sykes, 1958; 
Thomas, 1977; Zamble & Porporino, 1990). In contrast, the importation model theorizes 
that pre-prison life histories, attitudes and values that support violence serve to determine 
the adaptive responses of inmates to incarceration. Inmates "import" a culture of 
violence to the institutional setting (Cao, Zhao & Van Dine, 1997; Paterline & Peterson, 
1999). 
The interaction of these two models has since been widely accepted as providing 
a more convincing understanding of the impact of prisonization on inmate violence than 
either model separately (Baker, Cunningham & Male, 2002; Gover, Layton MacKenzie 
& Armstrong, 2000; Jiang & Fischer-Giorlando, 2002; Thomas & Peterson, 1977). The 
deprivation, importation and the integrated models were grounded in research in adult 
correctional organizations. Recently however, studies have applied these theories to 
juvenile institutions as well (Biggam & Power, 1999; Cesaroni, 2005; Jiang & Fischer-
Giorlando, 2002). Observing how importation and deprivation act in concert offers an 
understanding of peer violence among incarcerated youth that is more inclusive than a 
restrictive focus on one set of factors or the other. The peer subculture that produces a 
spectrum of violence (Finlay, 2006) is dependent both on the extra-custody attributes of 
youth that affect the youth's attitudes, beliefs and behaviours, and on the critical 
influence of institutional attributes like physical structure, program resources, staff/youth 
interactions and practices of social control. 
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The model presented in this KKS study demonstrates that the interaction between 
these importation factors and the institutional environment influenced the perception of 
safety among incarcerated youth. A predisposition that includes child maltreatment and 
exposure to domestic violence is used as the clarifying example that brings the model to 
life. Coping strategies used by youth to ameliorate or manage peer aggression in the 
institutional environment are examined. The model is outlined in Figure 1.1. 
In Canada, the institutional culture is shaped by federal youth justice legislation 
and provincial youth justice policy. It is postulated that the nature and incidence of peer 
violence among incarcerated youth is a measurable outcome of the ideology, structure 
and operations at the institutional level, which in turn reflects the legislation that 
regulates them (Levesque, 1996). A security-oriented organizational ideology places 
emphasis on obedience, respect for authority and submission to external controls (Feld, 
1981). On the other hand, vocational and educational goals, therapeutic models of 
programming, pro-social skill development and staff/youth relationships are paramount 
in a rehabilitation-oriented organizational ideology (Ellis, 1997; Lescheid, Cunningham 
& Mazaheri, 1997; Matthew & Pitts, 1998; Nurse, 2001). Organizational ideology in 
youth justice institutions exists on a continuum from security to rehabilitation. The 
impact of a security versus a rehabilitative oriented institutional environment on the 
youth's sense of safety was examined in the KKS study. 
Keeping Kids Safe 4 
Figure l.l. An Integrated Model for Understanding Violence among Incarcerated Youth. 
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A window into the culture of the institutional environment can be found in the 
voices and language of the young people. The importance of understanding 
andrespecting the lived experience of young people as consumers of service cannot be 
overstated (Covell & Howe, 2008; Johnson, 1999; Van Manen, 1997). How 
circumstances, incidents and events are interpreted by youth in custody influences the 
meaning they attach to that experience and their behavioural responses (Peterson-Badali 
& Koegl, 2002). Self-reports are often the primary source of information for 
understanding the experience of incarcerated youth. This method is considered more 
reliable and valid than staff or peer reports or reliance on documentation (Connell & 
Farrington, 1996; Davidson-Arad, 2005; Dyson, Power & Wozniak, 1997; Elliott, 
Huisinga & Morse, 1997; Finlay, 2006; Ireland 1999,2002; Sprott & Doob, 2005). 
Although youth communicate differently and have a unique social perspective, 
they can contribute from this, a valuable point of view to any public debate about them. 
Youth need to be offered the opportunity, when they have the capacity, to influence 
decisions that will directly or indirectly affect them such as: choices in their day-to-day 
living, life-space choices, policy, programs or practice that may affect those choices; and 
laws that frame those policies and practice (Covell & Howe, 2001). In fact, they are 
entitled by international law to have their say - Article 12 on the UN Convention on the 
Rights of the Child expressly grants them the right to have their voices heard, in matters 
that affect them (Covell & Howe, 2001). This is particularly crucial to youth incarcerated 
in youth justice institutions. These youth are more vulnerable to the global influences of 
political will and public opinion and they face harsher consequences when 
developmental considerations are brushed aside in favour of retributive justice. 
Keeping Kids Safe 6 
Furthermore, due to their status, they are equipped with fewer tools to alleviate, 
intervene in, or compensate for this harsh treatment. The researcher in the KKS study 
considered youth to be "the experts of their lived experience" and their voice and 
participation is reflected throughout this study. 
The report of the Youth Partner's Project (YPP), a project undertaken by the 
Canadian Council of Provincial Child and Youth Advocates (CCPCYA) was released in 
2005 (Finlay & Snow, 2005). The report documents interviews with young people who 
resided in secure custody facilities in seven provinces in Canada. One hundred and 
forty-eight youth were interviewed by Provincial Advocates and/or Ombudspersons. As 
the interview was designed to give voice to youth in secure custody facilities, the use of 
Advocates/Ombudspersons was intended to create a sense of security and an 
environment where youth participants would feel safe to elaborate and share their 
personal experiences. Furthermore, the interview was designed to provide a snapshot of 
youth perceptions on how the care and programming in various secure custody facilities 
addressed their basic and psychosocial needs. As this information was expected to help 
inform the development of national "standards of care", that would comply with the legal 
requirements of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, qualitative and 
quantitative data were collected on seven care domains: basic care, caring for young 
people by staff, rights of young people, programming, behaviour management, 
peer violence and community and family. The present study is a secondary analysis of 
data drawn from the YPP. It is important to note that this study speaks solely to the 
experience of males as they are the youth predominantly served in youth justice 
institutions in Canada. 
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A mixed methods triangulation design is utilized for this study due to its 
adaptability to the YPP (Cresswell & Piano Clark, 2007). This design brings together the 
strengths of both quantitative and qualitative research (Tashakkori & Teddle, 2003). The 
data were collected through a questionnaire which used both closed and open-ended 
questions and youth participants were encouraged to elaborate and discuss their 
perceptions throughout a face-to-face interview process. 
Considering the integrated model for understanding violence among incarcerated 
youth in the Keeping Kids Safe study, the overarching research question explored is: In 
what ways does the interaction between the predisposition of youth and the institutional 
environment act to promote or deter perceptions of safety among incarcerated youth? 
The chapters within this study are organized in a manner that reflects the stratified 
influences that promote or deter peer violence among incarcerated youth. Chapter Two 
provides an overview of the overarching theoretical framework offered by 
Bronfenbrenner's ecological systems model. The emerging field of developmental 
criminology, which urges that intervention with high-risk youth be informed by 
developmental theory, extends and accentuates the ecological model. Also, the 
emergence of the new penology, which has globally transformed public policy, the 
ideology and organization of social institutions and community culture and which 
reaffirms Bronfenbrenner's ecological model of development, is discussed in this 
chapter. Pre-incarceration risk factors and institutional features that make youth 
vulnerable to victimization and violence in young offender institutions are identified in 
Chapter Three. An integrated model is proposed that illustrates the nature of the 
interaction between these risk factors and the features of the custodial environment, an 
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interaction that promotes or deters a peer subculture of violence. The youth's perception 
of his safety while institutionalized is viewed as fundamental to all other considerations. 
Five subsequent chapters present the results of the analysis of the integrated model using 
a mixed methods approach which takes into consideration the types of institutions as 
determined by youth perception of safety, the impact of importation and deprivation 
factors and the coping strategies utilized by youth. Finally in Chapter Nine, the 
confirmation of the model is discussed and conclusions are drawn, discussing the 
implications of this study on future research, policy and practice directions. 
Keeping Kids Safe 
CHAPTER 2 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
The Ecological Model of Human Development 
Understanding violence among incarcerated youth requires a multi-level 
analysis which accommodates the converging processes of development across 
childhood and adolescence; the different spheres of influence that affect childhood 
behaviour, such as family, school, peer groups and community; the institutional contexts 
and structures that fuel and guide public policy; and the broader societal and global 
environments that encase and influence all of these. The Ecology of Human 
Development Theory by Uri Bronfenbrenner provides the best framework for the 
conceptualization and analysis of violence among institutionalized youth taking this 
complex pattern of layered systems into account. 
Bronfenbrenner saw the ecological environment as "a nested arrangement of 
concentric structures, each contained within the next" (1979, p. 21). These include the 
micro system, the meso system, the exo system and the macro system (Figure 2.1). All 
imply that healthy childhood development can only take place in the context of stable 
and enduring environments, and that the child, as a dynamic entity, interacts with the 
environment in a manner that is mutually accommodating and reciprocal 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1994). The interconnection between the 
settings in close proximity to the child, and the more remote, external influences of 
his/her sociocultural surroundings was for Bronfenbrenner, the crux of the ecology of 
human development. Informed by this theory, development is now considered a 
9 
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Figure 2.1. The Use of the Ecological Systems Model in Understanding Incarcerated 
Youth 
Meso System 
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dynamic process of interaction between the child and his/her life context, including 
family, school, neighbourhood, peers and culture, rather than as a process that takes place 
exclusively "within" the child (Bronfenbrenner, Kessel, Kessen & White, 1986; Co veil & 
Howe, 2001, 2009; Lescheid et al., 2006). 
Fundamental Components of the Ecological Model 
Micro System 
Originally a micro system was defined as "a pattern of activities, roles and 
interpersonal relations experienced by a developing person in a given face-to-face setting 
with particular physical and material features and containing other persons with 
distinctive characteristics of temperament, personality and systems of belief 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1989, p. 227). This included verbal and nonverbal expression and 
behaviour. The critical unit of analysis was the dyad, with the parent/child dyad as 
primary. Relationships were described as affective, with reciprocal development and a 
balance of power. Roles offered the context for relationships. The micro system, 
considering only the child's dyadic external relationships and their meaning, although 
child centred, did not take into account the "within child"1 disposition as a central 
element of this system. To address these limitations, the ecological model evolved and 
characteristics of the developing "Person" gained prominence (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 
1998). This bio- ecological model added concepts and the interactivity of person, 
process, context and time. Three characteristics of Person were considered most 
influential in shaping the course of development throughout the lifespan. These were: 
behavioural dispositions (developmentally generative or disruptive); resources (ability, 
experience, knowledge, skill) and demands (invite or discourage reactions from the 
1
 'Within child' disposition refers to the inner disposition of the child. 
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social environments). The characteristics of the Person function interactively with the 
environment, both as an indirect producer and as a product of development 
(Bronfenbrenner& Morris, 1998). 
Meso System 
A system of micro systems, termed the meso system, is defined as "comprised of 
the interrelations of two or more settings in which the developing person actively 
participates (such as, for a child, the relations among home, school, and neighbourhood 
peer group)". Characteristics of the meso system include multi-setting participation, 
indirect linkages, inter-setting communications and inter-setting knowledge 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p.25). 
Exo System 
The exo system "encompasses the linkage and processes taking place between 
two or more settings, at least one of which does not ordinarily contain the developing 
person, but in which events occur that influence processes within the immediate setting 
that does contain that immediate person (i.e. for a child, the relation between the home 
and the parents' workplace)" (Bronfenbrenner, 1989, p.227). Noteworthy and germane to 
this study is the potential for one of the more remote settings to have access to settings 
with the power to influence the allocation of resources and the making of decisions that 
are in the interest of the child (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). The exo system therefore, has the 
potential for a broader base of influence than exists at the micro or meso system levels. 
Macro System 
Finally, "the complex of nested, interconnected systems is viewed as a 
manifestation of overarching patterns of ideology and organization of the social 
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institutions common to a particular culture or subculture. Such generalized patterns are 
referred to as macro systems" (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p.8). Public policy is part of the 
macro system that determines "the specific properties of exo, meso, and micro systems 
that occur at the level of everyday life and steer the course of behaviour and 
development" producing a dynamic relationship between all the layers of the ecological 
environment (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p. 9). As the macro system undergoes its own 
process of developmental change, this change reverberates across all other systems 
including the Person (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). 
Proximal Processes 
The core of the bio-ecological model is "proximal processes" which are the 
interactions between the child and the environment that operate over time and are the 
primary mechanisms producing development. These proximal processes are viewed as 
the "engines of development" (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998, p. 1022), and vary 
according to the characteristics of the child and the proximity and nature of the 
environmental context. They involve reciprocal interaction and become progressively 
more complex over time. 
Time 
The life course of individuals "is embedded in and shaped by" historical events 
and those that the person experiences currently and throughout his/her own personal 
history (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998, p. 1020). Lives are also linked and 
interdependent through shared relationships and social networks. These social 
connections are given meaning by their time and place in a person's own experience, in 
the person's intergenerational history and the current societal context. 
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Ecological Transitions 
Bronfenbrenner (1989) believed that developmental changes are a joint function 
of the characteristics of the environment and the person. Life events or experiences, e.g. 
school entry or divorce, could trigger transitions or developmental change. Physiological 
changes in the child, e.g. puberty or illness, could also affect developmental changes. 
These transitions impact on roles and relationships interfacing with the environment in 
dynamic ways that have the capacity to further compel change. They are both a 
consequence and an instigator of developmental change. 
Different pathways lead to different outcomes. In the bio-ecological model, 
person characteristics and proximal processes are viewed as having the capacity to 
influence later development. For example, proximal processes dependent on person 
characteristics, environmental context and time can influence outcomes that reflect either 
developmental dysfunction or developmental competence. Person characteristics 
(behavioural dispositions, resources, demand) are also viewed as independently having 
the capacity to influence future developmental pathways by setting proximal processes in 
motion. These interactions with the environment which are triggered by the child's 
characteristics could be developmentally generative or developmentally disruptive 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1989); act as liabilities or conversely, as assets or encourage or 
discourage social interactions. In other words, the dynamic interactions between 
proximal processes and child characteristics potentially steer developmental pathways. 
Summary 
The strength of Bronfenbrenner's work rests in his theory of the Ecology of 
Human Development - a model that offers a multilevel, interactive approach to child 
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development across all relevant domains in a child's life and life span. It is dynamic and 
process-oriented with micro, meso, exo and macro levels of systemic influence that allow 
for the placement of child, family, neighbourhood, societal and global characteristics in 
nested contexts, with the child being most immediate in proximity to those influences on 
behaviour and development (Stouthamer-Loeber, Loeber, Wei, Farrington & Wikstrom, 
2002). The more remote influences exert change through the more proximal. The original 
model also highlights the importance of ecological transitions, human agency and a 
strength-based approach that is transformative. Today, this ground-breaking theory of 
ecological human development contributes substantively to the development of theory, 
research and practice in the field of child studies. In this study, violence among 
incarcerated youth is conceptualized within this ecological framework taking into 
account the youth's predisposition prior to incarceration; his family, school and 
community relationships; the living environment and peer subculture within the 
institution; the organizational ideology and structure within the institution and the 
broader sociopolitical context from which policy and public opinion evolve. 
Developmental Criminology 
The tracking of early childhood and adolescent experiences in individuals who 
later become involved in the criminal justice system can provide useful information with 
regard to developmental trajectories. These trajectories reflect potential explicative or 
causal factors that influence the development of antisocial behaviours (Lescheid et al., 
2006). The designation for this developmental approach to the study of youthful 
offending was coined as "developmental criminology" in 1990 (Loeber & Stouthamer-
Loeber, 1996). This field of study is positioned to answer many of the questions posed 
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in Bronfenbrenner's theory of bio-ecological development with a specific focus on 
antisocial and aggressive behaviour in children and youth. Consistent with ecological 
theory, developmental criminology considers the systemic context of childhood 
behaviours, relational dynamics within the child's history, and the timing of influence of 
certain systemic factors (Lescheid et al., 2006). Furthermore, developmental criminology 
is interested in understanding temporal "within child" changes in antisocial behaviour; 
causal factors which predated the behaviour development and have an impact on its 
course; and the factors of onset that cause escalation or desistance in antisocial behaviour 
(Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1993). 
There are a number of theoretical models developed that appreciated the 
emerging field of deveolmental criminology. These include Moffitt's Dual Taxonomy in 
which she posits two distinct developmental trajectories of problem behaviour i.e. 
adolescent limited, temporary and situational antisocial behaviour and life course 
persistent and very stable antisocial behaviours (Moffitt, 1993); the redefined Dual 
Taxonomy (Moffitt, Caspi, Harrington & Milne, 2002); three pathways of male antisocial 
behaviour in childhood (Loeber & Farrington, 2000; Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 
1996); the Group Tragectory Model (Nagin & Tremblay, 1999); and the Life Course 
Model (Laub & Sampson, 2003; Sampson & Laub, 2006). 
Age of Onset 
Moffitt's taxonomy, which sees age of onset as the most significant predictor of 
risk of antisocial behaviour proposes that initiation timing for antisocial behaviour 
differentiates between transient and persistent offending (Elander, Rutter, Simonoff & 
Pickles, 2000). Lescheid and his colleagues concluded that children with early-onset 
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disruptive behaviour are the most persistent in continuing involvement in antisocial 
behaviours into adulthood (2006, p. 30). Social context surrounding the onset of 
antisocial behaviour is of course, the other important factor when considering 
developmental trajectory. Tolan and Thomas (1995) argue that psychosocial factors prior 
to and after onset, influence seriousness and chronicity of antisocial behaviour more than 
age of onset do (p. 179). Sampson and Laub counter that adult offenders always possess 
early childhood risk but that childhood variables are quite modest prognostic devices 
(2006). Nonetheless, there is strong evidence that early onset of antisocial behaviour in 
children is a reliable predictor of the persistence of these behaviours into adolescence. It 
however, cannot be concluded that early onset is a causal factor. 
The Course of Antisocial Behaviours over the Lifespan 
Moffitt's theory underscores the incremental construction of antisocial behaviour 
patterns over the lifespan (Moffitt & Caspi, 2001). Behaviour that is persistent over the 
life course has its origin in neuropsychological problems interacting with a criminogenic 
home environment, resulting in the accumulation of disciplinary problems and academic 
failure. "Early onsets of antisocial behaviour rob children of learning more adaptive pro-
social ways of interacting" (Lescheid et al., 2006, p. 30) thereby creating cumulative and 
cascading negative consequences for the child's life and life course (Loeber & 
Farrington, 2000). Further refinement of this pattern indicates that risk-related 
developmental trajectories progress along pathways of involvement in increasingly more 
serious behaviours (Stevenson & Goodman, 2001; Tolan, Gorman-Smith & Loeber, 
2000). The earlier the initiation of disruptive behaviour and the sooner the graduation to 
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more serious behaviour, the greater the likelihood of serious involvement in antisocial 
lifestyles (Tolan, et al., 2000). 
It follows that serious offenders have a more ordered behavioural development. 
Age of onset alone is not as explanatory as early onset coupled with a rapid progression 
of serious types of antisocial behaviours (Farrington & Loeber, 2000; Johnson, Simons & 
Conger, 2004; Tolan et al., 2000). Sampson and Laub acknowledge that there are high-
rate offenders who are relatively stable in their offending patterns over time. 
Nonetheless, they believe "there is little evidence that there are categorical groupings of 
men with distinct offender trajectories that can be accurately or meaningfully predicted in 
the prospective sense among high-risk adolescent delinquents" (Sampson & Laub, 2006 
p.31). Indeed, the authors assert that there is no "consistent story about the past as 
prologue" (Sampson & Laub, 2006, p. 29). They propose that persistent offending is 
more likely to occur when the individual's bond to social structures is attenuated due to 
cumulative disadvantage (Sampson & Laub, 2006). Again, in summation, the course of 
persistent antisocial behaviour in children is progressive and ordered in terms of severity. 
This is a consequence of the child's predisposition and the cumulative interaction of 
factors in the child's environment. The course of developmental trajectories appears 
limited, however, to adolescence and cannot predict adult patterns of behaviour. 
Predictors of Risk 
At the root of developmental criminology is the contention that there are multiple 
pathways to antisocial outcomes and that the higher the number of risk factors, the 
greater the likelihood of negative outcomes later in life (Loeber & Farrington, 1994, 
2000). There is now enough empirical evidence to know that "specific factors at certain 
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developmental periods will be predictive of certain types of offences and their 
persistence" (Lescheid, 2006, p. 23).2 
Outlined here are Bronfenbrenner's different spheres of influence on child 
development. The childhood factors considered to be the best predictors of risk of 
antisocial outcomes include: behavioural concerns, such as aggression, hyperactivity and 
behavioural disorders (Cox, 1996; Farrington, 1995, 2000; Farrington & Loeber, 1999; 
Jonson-Reid, Williams & Webster, 2001; Kjelsberg, 1999, 2002; Lescheid et al., 2006). 
Family Risk Factors as predictors of adult crime include: parental criminality 
(Farrington, 1995; Farrington, Joliffe, Loeber, Stouthamer-Loeber & Kalb, 2001; 
Lescheid et al., 2006); parental mental health (Farrington & Loeber, 1999; Goodman, 
1999; Lescheid et al., 2006); parental management, such as supervision or authoritarian 
disciplinary practices (Bower-Russa, Knutson & Winebarger, 2001; Farrington 1995, 
2000; Farrington & Loeber, 1999; Lescheid et al., 2006); family structure, such as 
separation, successive caregivers, child welfare involvement (Covel & Howe, 2009; 
Farrington, 2000; Farrington & Loeber, 1999; Juby & Farrington, 2001; Lescheid et al., 
2006; Moffitt, 1987) and adverse family environments, such as child maltreatment or 
family violence (Covell & Howe, 2009; Farrington & Loeber, 1999; Juby & Farrington, 
2001; Lescheid et a l , 2006). 
Stouthamer-Loeber (2002) and her colleagues found that youth in more 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods tended to offend more than others. The role of deprived 
neighbourhoods in antisocial outcomes is an area in which researchers comment when 
2
 The report "Better To Build A Child Than Fix An Adult". A report to the Canadian National Crime 
Prevention Council on the predictors of risk for youth who proceed to the adult justice system and the 
programs that work to reduce that likelihood, by Leschied, A., Nowicki, E., Rodger, S.& Chiodo, D. 
provides an extensive analysis of prediction studies in youthful offending. The predictors defined in this 
section draw heavily on that research. 
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considering implications for intervention or future research directions (Donnellan, Ge & 
Wenk, 2000; Farrington, 1995; Halliday-Boykins & Graham, 2001; Herrenkohl, Huang, 
Kosterman, Hawkins, Catalano & Smith, 2001; Herrenkohl, Maguin, Hill, Hawkins, 
Abbott, & Catalano, 2000; Lescheid et al., 2006; Stouthamer-Loeber et al., 2002). In the 
field of developmental criminology, peer influence is reported as the strongest predictor 
of youthful offending (Hunter, Figueredo, Malamuth & Becker, 2004; Lescheid et al., 
2006; Tolan & Thomas, 1995). It is understood that high-risk youth are particularly 
vulnerable to peer groups which may reinforce problem behaviour (Herrenkohl et al., 
2000; Johnson et al., 2004; Lescheid et al., 2006). 
The Interaction between "Within Child" and Contextual Influences 
Dynamic interaction among predictors of antisocial outcomes, including the 
variable weight placed on "within child" and contextual predictors is foundational to 
developmental criminology. Moffitt's (1993) taxonomy proposes that the earlier the 
onset and the more serious the behaviours, the greater the likelihood that a "within child" 
predisposition can predict antisocial outcome. Proposing that LCP is rooted in 
neuropsychological deficits that are present before or soon after birth, she acknowledges 
that environments of risk and adversity serve to exacerbate these pre-existing deficits 
(Aguilar, Sroufe, Egeland & Carlson, 2000; Moffitt, 1993). Moffitt understood the 
potential of environmental contexts to ameliorate psycho-neurological impacts but 
nonetheless gave them independent, predictive capabilities. Many recent studies have 
tempered this assertion of biological primacy. "Within child" characteristics are viewed 
as interacting with both the distal and proximal environments of the child (Donnellan et 
al., 2000; Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1998). Furthermore, some neuropsychological 
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processes may in fact be transient consequences of adverse environments. Silk, in her 
conceptualization of childhood disorders, summarizes the argument wisely: "disorder 
cannot be located exclusively within the child but within the co-action of the child's 
biological predisposition and his/her life contexts - including family, neighbourhood, 
peers and culture" (Silk, Nath, Seigel & Kendall, 2000, p.728). This is consistent with 
both Moffitt's understanding and Bronfenbrenner's ecological model. 
Youth Violence 
Over the past decade, physical violence and aggression by youth have become the 
most socially feared and costly forms of antisocial behaviour (Broidy, Tremblay, Brame, 
Fergusson, Horwood & Laird, 2003). To this end, empirical studies have attempted to 
differentiate the factors that predict aggression and violence from factors related to other 
forms of antisocial behaviour. Is the development of the dynamics of physical violence 
unique? Aggression initially was viewed as just one element of a more generalized 
antisocial tendency (Farrington, 1995). The overall ability to predict which youth will 
proceed to commit violent acts was considered to be limited (Brame, Mulvey & Piguero., 
2001; Elliot, 1994; Herrenkohl et al., 2001; Lescheid et al., 2006). Nevertheless, several 
noteworthy studies have identified trends and pathways that are explicative. The study of 
child delinquency by Loeber and Farrington (2000) indicated that children who present 
with disruptive behaviours between the ages of seven and twelve years have a two to 
three-fold increased risk of becoming serious and chronic violent offenders and have 
longer careers as delinquents. The finding that the development of violence during 
childhood and adolescence is progressive and orderly also showed that involvement in 
more serious behaviours followed involvement in less serious behaviours (Loeber & 
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Stouthamer-Loeber, 1998; Tolan et al., 2000). This graduated pathway included 
aggressive behaviours that led to physical fighting and eventually more violent 
behaviour. These authors posited that the risk of violence may reside less with the 
child/youth and their behaviour development and more with the social context of their 
development, including peer affiliation (Loeber & Farrington, 2000). Youth affiliated 
with a negative peer group in preadolescence or adolescence, tended to commit more 
violent acts as a group than those without this affiliation (Lacourse, Nagin, Tremblay, 
Vitaro & Claes, 2003). 
The group trajectory model by Nagin and Tremblay (2006) mapped the course of 
disruptive behaviour of children in a longitudinal sample and then used the 
developmental trajectories to predict later delinquent behaviour. A discernible 
chronically disruptive group emerged which caused them to conclude that early physical 
aggression is in fact a distinct risk factor for later violent offending, independent of other 
antisocial behaviours. Broidy et al., (2003) provided further evidence of the etiology of 
violence with their six-site, cross-national study concluding as well that disruptive, 
troublesome behaviour during childhood predicts delinquency and violence. 
Research into the developmental course of violent behaviour throughout 
childhood and adolescence is informative. Youth at the ages of 11 and 12 were at the 
highest level of physical aggression, but there was no substantial increase in physical 
aggression during adolescence (Lacourse, Cote, Nagin, Vitaro, Brendgen & Tremblay, 
2002). Tremblay (1999) reported a steady decline in physical aggression from ages 6 to 
15. He challenged the assumption that physical aggression is a learned behaviour and 
purports it to be an innate behaviour that peaks at age 2 (Nagin & Tremblay, 2006). This 
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study supports other findings that there is no late onset of physical violence (Brame et al., 
2001; Broidy et al., 2003; NICHD, 2004). 
In conclusion, there does appear to be a pattern to the onset and developmental 
course of violent behaviour that is distinct from other forms of antisocial behaviour. The 
course is progressive in severity with early physical aggression as a predictor of more 
serious offending into adolescence. The debate resides with the age and etiology of onset 
rather than the developmental course of physical violence. 
Theorists, researchers and practitioners together acknowledge the increased 
complexity in understanding children's behaviour and development. The development of 
childhood disorders is understood as a function of complex interactions between multiple 
etiological factors (Silk et al., 2000). Bronfenbrenner's approach to development 
introduced a dialogue about this complexity in post-modern society. Developmental 
criminologists have embraced his model in recognition of its attempt to address this 
complexity. They believed that it is the "framework that best accommodates the greatest 
variety of variables since Bronfenbrenner included contextual factors in his theory of 
levels of influences on children; they (the factors) have been increasingly taken into 
account in psychological studies of delinquency" (Stouthamer-Loeber et al., 2002, 
p.l 11). Risk effects are measured according to the proximal or distal contexts proposed 
by Bronfenbrenner (Farrington et al., 2001; Stouthamer-Loeber et al., 2001). His 
influence on classical theories of child-rearing, socioeconomic factors, poor academic 
performance, poverty and broken families still resonates in current research studies 
(Aguilar et al., 2000; Chung, Hill, Hawkins, Gilchrist & Nagin, 2002; Farrington & 
Loeber, 2000; Herrenkohl et al., 2000; Loeber & Farrington, 2000; Loeber & 
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Stouthamer-Loeber, 1996; Sampson & Laub, 2006; Tolan &Thomas, 1995). The findings 
from studies that investigated the transactional relationship between psychosocial 
predictors and behavioural outcomes concur with Bronfenbrenner's assumptions about 
the transformational qualities of proximal processes (Farrington, 1995; Sampson & Laub, 
2003; Tolan & Thomas, 1995). Bronfenbrenner clearly articulated the importance of 
considering the temporal nature of contextual factors such as ecological transitions, 
personal and intergenerational history and current societal contexts . 
Whereas Bronfenbrenner provided an overarching theory of ecological 
development, developmental criminology narrowed and intensified the focus to domains 
of risk which promote antisocial behaviours, examining these risk factors from different 
developmental periods. This type of investigation promotes knowledge about the 
dynamic influence of those risk factors. Since developmental criminology looks at 
multiple pathways when explaining antisocial outcomes, it recognizes that more complex 
methods are required that can substantiate a theory of antisocial behaviour. In summary, 
developmental criminology extends and accentuates the work of Bronfenbrenner. It 
offers refinement to his work by deepening the "discovery process". In considering peer 
violence among incarcerated youth, developmental criminology emphasizes the youth's 
predisposition and factors such as an adverse family history, peer group or the age of 
onset which influences that predisposition. The youth imports this predisposition which 
interacts dynamically with the various levels of the institutional ecology within the 
custodial setting. 
3
 Temporal considerations have proven central to understanding the relationship between risk effects and 
negative outcomes (Sampson &Laub, 2006; Stouthamer-Loeber, Loeber, Wei, Farrington & Wikstrom, 
2002; Farrington, 2003). 
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The New Penology 
Introduction 
The broader global influences that mould public policy steer the ideology of 
social institutions. This Keeping Kids Safe study describes how organizational ideology 
and practice, which evolve from public policy, promote or deter a culture of violence 
among incarcerated youth. Historically, traditional criminal justice focussed on 
individual deviance, rehabilitation and reintegration. Shifts from this to a new penology 
- which embraces an increased reliance on imprisonment, the management of aggregates 
of high risk groups and community responsibility for addressing crime - has had a 
dramatic impact on the technologies and practice of justice institutions (Feeley & Simon, 
1992). This new penology represents a macro level developmental change that 
reverberates across political, socioeconomic, institutional and individual contexts. It 
offers a framework to problemitize control crime but is limited in theoretical 
underpinnings that offer broad social goals or a purposeful narrative (Miller, 2001). 
Explanations of causation are replaced by an underlying cynical belief that addressing its 
root cause will not reduce crime (Miller, 2001). 
The emergence of the fear of crime as an established part of daily living is based 
on an assumption by the majority of the public that crime rates are increasing and on a 
lack of public confidence in the ability of the state to reverse this perceived trend 
(Garland, 1997 a). The media ignites this collective outrage and "gives shape and 
emotional infliction to the experience of crime" (Garland, 2002, p. 157). This experience 
of crime consciousness becomes an institutionalized part of community culture. Public 
Keeping Kids Safe 26 
opinion ignores the views of experts and evidence-based research in the development of 
public policy (Feeley & Simon, 1992; Garland, 2002; Miller, 2001). 
New crime control strategies become politicized, which results in an expressive 
public punitiveness (Garland, 2002). For example, initiatives such as "three strikes and 
you're out"; "zero tolerance" and "get tough on crime" are political themes that get 
translated into institutional practice and leave the public with the impression that 
something is being done to control crime. Internationally, in response to this exaggerated 
crime consciousness, there has been a dramatic increase in the level of incarceration over 
the past two decades while at the same time rates of reported crime have risen only 
modestly and victimization rates are declining (Feeley & Simon, 1992; Garland, 1997 a, 
b; Miller, 2001; Schichor, 1997). This rapid growth in prison populations has escalated 
correctional costs and facilitated the growth of the private prison industry (Lovell & 
Jemelka, 1996; Miller, 2001; Shichor, 1997). This punitive approach has become an 
attractive response to public outcry. 
A changing public perception about victims exemplifies the rhetoric of the penal 
debate. Victims become symbolic figures whose experience becomes personalized and 
real, individually and collectively. Their publicized images challenge the institutions of 
crime control and justice (Garland, 2002). With this new urgency for security and 
containment of danger, the protection of the public has become the paramount theme of 
criminal justice policy (Garland, 2002). 
Bifurcation 
The entrenched cynical belief that offenders are irredeemable led to hopelessness 
regarding the ability of society to change or make a difference with regard to crime 
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trajectories. In response to this malaise, a new discourse of risk and probability emerged 
as a central theme in the new penology paradigm (Freeley & Simon, 1992; Lynch, 1998; 
Shichor, 1997). This reinforced the shift from individual justice to the management of 
aggregates or classes of offenders. Individuals were sorted into groups according to the 
degree of control warranted by their risk profiles (Garland, 1996,1997 a, b; Lynch, 1998; 
Shichor, 1997). Offenders were bifurcated into two streams: high-risk offenders who 
were singled out for surveillance and selective incapacitation, and less serious offenders 
who could be filtered to community-based interventions (Feeley & Simon, 1992; 
Garland, 1992; Lynch, 1998; Shichor, 1997). This classification strategy satisfied the 
dichotomous public demand for the protection of the public and cost containment. All 
methods, strategies and tactics for both bifurcated aggregates were procedural and did 
not evolve from a policy framework that was rooted in substantive theory. 
Sanctions Reintroduced 
The rate of imprisonment in the UK and the US increased five hundred percent 
(500%) from 1973 to 1997 while observing falling crime rates in the same two decades 
(Garland, 2002). Prisons represented the state's apparatus to regulate and control 
individuals and were a function to which society subscribed (Carrabine, 2000). After the 
penal-welfare era, prisons were reinvented solely as a means of incapacitative restraint 
for violent, recidivist offenders. Opportunities for lengthy detention were increased as 
early releases were revoked or abolished, the three-strike principle of lifetime sentences 
was introduced and bail and parole practices were scrutinized. Parole violations or 
breaches are now the major sources of inmates and detainees (Garland, 1997 a, b, 2002; 
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Hanrahan, Zimmerman & Sherwood, 2005). In this regard, prisons were viewed as 
serving a "waste management" function (Shichor, 1997). 
Making Civil Society Responsible 
Increased citizen involvement in crime prevention, e.g. community policing, 
neighbourhood watch and safety-conscious business improvements, has signalled 
increased activity on the part of non-governmental agencies and organizations (Cooke, 
1986). Crime control, through government institutions such as police, probation, courts 
and prisons, is traditionally centralized and state operated. The state however, has also 
devolved and dispersed power throughout civil society through partnerships with 
community agencies. Privatized infrastructures for private policing, private security 
hardware and systems and insurance technologies are prime examples (Cooney, 2003; 
Garland, 1992,1997 b). According to Garland, this offers the state a more extended 
capacity for action and an ability to govern at a distance (2002). Citizens enlisted as 
active partners in crime prevention have changed norms, routines and crime 
consciousness across civil society (Garland, 1997 a). 
In conclusion, the emergence of the new penology, which has globally 
transformed public policy, the ideology and organization of social institutions and 
community culture, reaffirms Bronfenbrenner's ecological model of development. At the 
macro level, the new penology challenges social order as it reconfigures socio-political 
discourse through the reciprocal and dynamic interaction among meso and exo-systems. 
The linkages and processes among and between social, political, economic and cultural 
environments, social institutions and civil society illustrate the powerful impact of 
remote influences on the everyday life of citizens. 
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The Influence of the New Penology on Youth Justice in Canada 
One of the few distinctions between the overarching new penology and the new 
penology translated for juvenile justice is the debate about developmental considerations. 
In response to this, Feld (1997) observed that there are several binary conceptions of the 
juvenile justice system that are challenged by serious youth crime. It is "either child or 
adult; either determinism or free-will; either treatment or punishment; either procedural 
informality or formality; either discretion or rule of the law" (p. 70). In an effort to 
reassert its authority and its ability to respond swiftly and decisively to the growing 
public outcry about increased violent youth crime, the state has clearly conveyed its 
position in this dichotomous debate. A punitive "get tough" approach prevails. 
Garland provides a thorough and thoughtful analysis of the evolution and 
influence of the new penology paradigm in Britain with comparisons to the United 
States. Feld chronicled the development of the juvenile justice system in the United 
States that paralleled Garland's overarching framework. Reference to the new penology 
in Canadian research is sparse. However, a number of authors acknowledge the 
strategies of social control reflective of the new penology paradigm that influences youth 
justice in Canada. Research literature in Canada provides critical analysis of youth crime 
statistics, reflects on the influence of public opinion in policy development, recounts the 
progression of youth justice reform over the past century, privileges the developmental 
considerations that influence the commission of offences and evaluates new approaches 
to youth justice (Bala, 2005; Carington & Schulenberg, 2004; Doob & Cesaroni, 2004; 
Lescheid, Austin & Jaffe, 1998; Peterson-Badali & Koegl, 2002 & Sprott & Doob, 
2005). 
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This study is dedicated to understanding the factors that influence violence 
among incarcerated youth in institutions in Canada. The institutional culture that 
promotes or deters violence is shaped by federal youth justice legislation, the provincial 
youth justice policy framework and institutional ideology and practice. This section will 
concentrate on the macro level developments in youth justice in Canada that interact with 
global patterns of the new penology. 
Youth Crime Rate: Myth or Reality 
There is an apparent increase in youth crime in the late 1980's and early 1990's 
with considerable controversy about how that data should be interpreted for public 
consumption (Bala, 2005; Doob & Cesaroni, 2004; Sprott & Doob, 2005; Stevenson, 
Tufts, Hendrick & Kowalske, 1998). In spite of the appearance that there is an increase 
in offences subsumed under the category of violent offences, in reality, the increase is 
related to minor offences precipitated by zero tolerance policies. The rise in violent youth 
crime is therefore misleading and more a function of a shift in public and police values 
about their discretion to charge youth and take them to court (Doob, 1996; Doob & 
Cesaroni, 2004). Arrest and court records are the source of youth crime statistics. Sprott 
& Doob (2005) assert that these data are more a measure of the policy decisions of adults 
than the behaviour of youth. 
Public Opinion 
As youth crime rates levelled off in the late 1990's, media reports continued to 
exacerbate public attitudes and opinions about the problem of youth crime (Bala, 2005). 
Increased anxiety and vigilance on the part of the public was in response to the media's 
focus on rare incidents of violence selected in such a way as to skew the perception of 
Keeping Kids Safe 31 
youth violence. Youth more frequently than adults, commit offences in a group (Craig, 
Vitaro, Gagnon & Tremblay, 2002; Doob & Cesaroni, 2004; Gordon, Lahey, Kawai & 
Farrington, 2004; Lahey, Gordon, Loeber, Stouthamer-Loeber & Farrington, 1999). 
Regular and dramatic reporting of incidents of swarming and gang violence serves to 
intensify negative public opinion. Reid (2005) asserts that the media is the most common 
source of misconceptions and myths about crime, criminals and crime control. The level 
of anti-youth sentiment is currently more intense, as witnessed by the recent political 
campaigning in the federal election in Canada. All parties converged on the need to 
address youth crime albeit with divergent "get tough" strategies. 
The expressive punitiveness that corroborates the ideals of the new penology is 
also evident in Canada. Doob and Cesaroni (2004), who reinforce the idea that social 
policy is not necessarily spawned from empirical evidence, state 
The political reality, however, is that independent of whatever conclusions one 
might come to from a careful reading of the facts, it is likely that if crime is seen 
as increasing, additional pressure will be placed on Parliament and the youth 
justice system 'to do something about it'. And 'doing something about it' usually 
means getting tougher" (p. 117). Indeed, political quick fixes to the problem of 
youth crime have meant harsher sentences. Prior to the introduction of the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) in 2003, Canada incarcerated youth at twice the rate 
of US courts (Bala, 2005). 
Reform of the Youth Justice System in Canada 
Strategies to facilitate the transfer of youth to adult court and adult correctional 
facilities are currently in place in the US. "Get tough" stricter regimes are overtly 
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supported by the state through funding arrangements to community agencies to actively 
assist in programs that model this ideology. Canada, however, acknowledges youths' 
diminished responsibility due to their immaturity, and their amenability to rehabilitation, 
and reaffirms the importance of a separate youth justice system (Doob & Cesaroni, 2004; 
Hylton, 1994; Reid & Zuker, 2005). 
Many concerns about the YOA and the youth justice system were about the limits 
of the legislation. The public appeared to have unreasonable expectations about what 
could be accomplished by youth justice legislation. In part, this was due to 
misconceptions and in part it was due to a lack of clear legislative direction to guide the 
appropriate implementation. Significant problems in the youth justice system included: 
no clear and coherent youth justice philosophy; overuse of incarceration and court 
decisions; disparities and unfairness in sentencing; lack of effective re-integration 
strategies; no clear distinction between serious violent offences and less serious offences; 
unfair and protracted processes for transfers to adult court and lack of attention to victims 
(Bala, 1994, 2005; Department of Justice, 2002; Lescheid, Austin & Jaffe, 1998; Reid & 
Zuker, 2005). The introduction of the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) in 2003 
followed a decade of politicized debate (Bernard & Boies, 1999). The development of 
the legislation was contentious and consensus across provinces was not reached at the 
time of proclamation. To accommodate this disparity, the provinces were given 
significant flexibility to shape youth justice policy, which has led to substantial 
variability in treatment of youth across the country. Furthermore, by recognizing the 
value of the range of social, educational, health and welfare programs and services, the 
government shifted the locus of responsibility for youth crime from the justice system to 
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the community. The youth justice system was given a more prescribed role in an effort to 
address the underlying causes of youth crime (Bala, 2005; Bala & Anand, 2004; Doob & 
Cesaroni, 2004). 
Embedded in the YCJA was a more coherent set of principles that guide the 
legislation and its enactment than provided in the YOA. The major components of the 
YCJA include: long term protection of the public; a separate system of justice for young 
people; meaningful consequences; more emphasis on rehabilitation; restricted use of 
custody; prescribed reintegration procedures and strategies; community-based 
sentencing; serious intervention for serious offenders; sentences, distinct from adult, that 
are proportional to the seriousness of the offence and the degree of responsibility of the 
offender; imposition of adult sentences at the age of 14; publication of names in certain 
circumstances; and respect for the rights and voice of victims with strategies for 
reparation (Bala, 2005; Barber & Doob, 2004; Campbell, 2004; Department of Justice, 
2002; Doob & Cesaroni, 2004; Howell & Banguay, 2003; Reid & Zuker, 2005). These 
provisions of the Act responded to "get tough" demands and the high costs associated 
with incarceration but didn't evade empirical evidence about the "real" trends in youth 
crime or the developmental considerations that are intrinsic to youth crime (Cohen, 
1998). 
Rehabilitation/Retribution Dichotomy 
The YCJA respects the rights and freedoms of young people, including those set 
out in the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Children (UNCRC) and the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (The Charter). These covenants accept the 
need to protect children and youth; to treat them separately and differently from adults in 
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the criminal justice system; to provide rehabilitation, not repression and deterrence, when 
offering judicial intervention with young people; and to consider the best interest of the 
child to be a guiding principle (Hamilton & Harvey, 2004; Leblanc, 2002). The 
Declaration of Principles which sets out the policy framework for the interpretation of 
the legislation provides that 
The youth justice system must reflect the fact that young persons lack the 
maturity of adults. The youth system is different from the adult system in many 
respects including: measures of accountability are consistent with the young 
persons' reduced level of maturity; procedural protections are enhanced; 
rehabilitation and reintegration are given special emphasis; and the importance of 
timely intervention is recognized (Department of Justice, p. 2). 
Based on these principles, the Quebec Court of Appeal ruled that it is a violation 
of the Charter of Rights to have "any offences for which there is a presumption that an 
adult sentence will be imposed and to allow for the publication of identifying information 
about a youth who is not subject to an adult sanction" (Bala, 2005, p. 53). Of equal 
importance is that the federal government announced that it would not appeal this 
decision. These are indeed the parts of the Act that are the most reflective of a "get 
tough" ideology and they have been ruled unconstitutional (Trepanier, 2004). It appears 
that the principles and the provisions of the Act and the outcome of the Appeal Reference 
have affirmed the need to treat youth differently from adults with a focus on 
rehabilitation. Although there is continued public debate about the age of responsibility, 
particularly for older adolescents, the legislation draws the line in the sand. 
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Bifurcation 
Sentencing practices under the YCJA are not discretionary and must conform to 
the conditions of proportionality, the least restrictive alternative and rehabilitation with a 
non-custodial emphasis (Barnhorst, 2004). Due to these diversionary prerequisites, there 
has been a dramatic decrease in pre-trial detention and custody as illustrated in Ontario 
with a 44.2% decrease in use of secure custody and a 49.7% decrease in use of open 
custody facilities in the first two years following the proclamation of the YCJA (Reid & 
Zuker, 2005; Harris, Weagant, Cole & Weinper, 2004). This signals an increase in 
community sanctions such as attendance centres (Pulis & Sprott, 2005), restorative 
justice programs (Hilliam, Reitsma-Street & Hackler, 2004; Latimer, Dowdon & Muise, 
2005) and conferencing. Community services and programs that are privatized tend to be 
less regulated and less accountable than government-operated programs and the result is 
a lack of uniformity in the provision of service (Campbell, 2005). 
The YCJA specifically directs police to take alternative actions to charging. 
Minor offending is therefore being decriminalized and in many cases no formal sanctions 
are provided. Deviance, therefore, as the new penology describes is "defined down". 
Youth who are diverted from the youth justice system are expected to take greater 
responsibility for their behaviour. Again there is greater dependence on community-
based programs for service and support (Jessica & Jane, 2005). 
The court, under the YCJA, cannot be used as a mechanism to acquire services 
for youth who present with mental health concerns. Services for youth with complex 
needs such as neuro-developmental disorders, psychiatric disorders, and severe 
behaviour disorders are difficult to secure in the children's service system. These young 
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people and their families find themselves before the courts due to minor infractions with 
the law. Court orders often allowed for temporary containment of these youth in secure 
custody settings or for speeding up the provision of service to the youth by bumping him 
to the top of a waiting list for the needed service. These efforts served to pressure 
already stretched service providers to cobble together ineffective treatment plans, 
necessitated child welfare intervention unrelated to protection concerns or placed 
vulnerable youth in inappropriate and often unsafe circumstances. The judiciary no 
longer has this discretion but gaps in service persist (Rodgers, Zima, Powell & 
Pumariega, 2002; Schwartz, Weiner & Enosh, 1999). 
Through bifurcation, a small group of serious, recidivist offenders are responded 
to firmly and effectively through strategies of incapacitation, which may include transfers 
to the adult system4 or incarceration in youth centres (Roberts, 2004). These persistent 
offenders are marked by a series of offences that are not necessarily violent or serious 
(Capaldi & Paterson, 1996; Steiner, Cauffman & Duxbury, 1999). Some chronic 
offenders have a prevalence of vulnerabilities such as psychiatric disorders, a child 
welfare history and/or adverse family circumstances. Custody has dramatic short-term 
and long-term impacts on these fragile young people and should only be imposed rarely. 
When incarceration is compelled, the state should provide for the forensic needs of the 
youth through clinical intervention and intensive supervision5 (Doob & Cesaroni, 2004; 
Lescheid, 2002; Ulzen & Hamilton, 1998; Dimond, 2002). 
4
 Following the Quebec Reference Appeal amendments to the YCJA stipulate that the onus is on the 
Crown to justify an adult sentence for youth who are found guilty of a very serious offence. 
5
 Provisions in the YCJA allow for: intensive support and supervision (sec. 42 (2)(1)); intensive 
rehabilitative custody and supervision (sec. 42 (2)(r)); custody and supervision (sec. 42 (2)(n)). 
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Custody and deterrence are often linked due to the presumed effect of the "pains 
of imprisonment", however research evidence indicates that the strongest predictor of 
recidivism and entry to the adult correctional system is prior incarceration as a youth 
(Benda, Corwyn & Toombs, 2001). Bala (2005) concludes that "increasing the severity 
of sanctions appears to have no impact on youth crime. This is not to argue that there 
should be no consequences for youth, who commit offences, but there should be no 
expectation that social protection can be increased by imposing more severe punishments 
on young offenders" (Doob & Cesaroni, 2004, p.251). 
There appears to be a dichotomization of youthful offenders according to the 
seriousness of offences committed, with an assumption that the state will manage the 
serious recidivist offenders and the community will be responsible for youth who commit 
low-risk minor offences. This is consistent with the assumptions of the new penology. 
However, youth incarcerated in the youth justice system under the YCJA serve only two 
thirds of their sentence in a secure facility and the remaining one third under a program 
of community supervision. This reinforces community reintegration and rehabilitative 
efforts and a partnership between the state and the community (Brownlee & Jones, 
1993). 
Making Civil Society Responsible 
There is nothing in the YCJA that compels the province to invest resources in the 
community for the necessary prevention and rehabilitation programs or to enhance 
existing social, mental health or educational services. In fact, the Act offers significant 
provincial latitude in the creation of a policy framework and practice guidelines to meet 
its obligations. The privatization of services that accommodate the requirements of extra 
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judicial measures expands community responsibility for youth crime. Many agencies 
have become service-centred and insular in an effort to compete for and protect their 
diminishing resources. Without the influx of resources, meeting these expanded 
requirements of the Act will not be feasible. Furthermore, the existing service system is 
complicated, multi-faceted and fragmented, which makes it very difficult for service 
providers such as police, probation officers and court mental health workers and families 
to navigate the system to access the required services (Finlay, 2007). New and existing 
service networks need to be integrated and coordinated in a manner that effectively 
addresses the underlying causes of youth crime, prevents future offences and serves the 
rehabilitation and re-integration of young people in their community. 
US and British influence on the Canadian response to youth crime was 
significant. The inability to stave off the influence of global public opinion led to an 
overt public punitiveness similar to that of other nations. "Get tough" initiatives and the 
use of incarceration as the preferred intervention to manage and control youth crime led 
to an adult-like, sanction-based system of youth justice, particularly for older 
adolescents. Global influences at the socio-political level have produced economic and 
cultural adaptations to crime and crime control in Canada. The development of policy 
and legislation which directs institutional practice has been contaminated by the new 
penology movement. Recent neo-liberalism in Canada, however, has served to bolster a 
more measured political and governmental response to youth crime. For over a century, 
human rights have been foundational to Canadian culture and values (Denov, 2004). This 
is evidenced by the positioning of the UNCRC in the youth justice legislation. The pace 
at which media reporting distorted actual rates of youth crime and vilified youth did not 
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undermine the political and bureaucratic determination in writing the YCJA to ensure a 
youth justice system that was separate and apart from the adult system, to consider the 
developmental uniqueness of adolescents, and to enshrine rehabilitative principles. 
These are fundamental to the Act and unique to Canada. These dimensions to the Act 
exist in part due to the persistence of advocates grounded in the experience of youth who 
felt the impact of a "get tough" regime. Also, they exist in part due to the scrupulous and 
meticulous interpretation of youth crime statistics by academics who champion efforts to 
challenge the government and the public about their misconceptions. The use of 
empirical evidence that accurately articulated youth crime trends and projections 
informed the development of the legislation. The YCJA is predicated on a narrow, more 
focussed role for the justice system, recognizing the role of social, mental health and 
educational services in acting to address the root causes of youth crime and in identifying 
and preventing antisocial behaviour patterns (Bala, 2005). Less reliance on custodial 
sentences and the increased use of extra judicial community alternatives requires the 
application of professional judgement on the part of police, probation officers, court 
social workers and judges and the knowledge on the part of these individuals to navigate 
the system and access services on behalf of these young people. There is increased 
flexibility offered to the provinces in making policy and resource decisions. Ultimately 
therefore, the availability of and access to the required resources to effectively fulfill the 
goals, requirements and aspirations of the Act are dependent on provincial decisions. 
Considering that the youth justice system is sensitive to public opinion and political 
influence, these decisions remain vulnerable to both global influences and public 
pressure. 
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In conclusion, the new penology offers a framework for the critical analysis of the 
historical development of multi-level reactions to crime and crime control strategies, 
which include global, societal, governmental, political, economic, cultural and individual 
responses. This is consistent with Bronfenbrenner's ecological model of development. 
These meso and exo level systems interact with each other in a dynamic and reciprocal 
manner that is adaptive and transformative. Canada was influenced by timely and 
meaningful circumstances and the groundswell of public opinion in the UK and US that 
perpetuated the new penology paradigm. With the introduction of the YCJA however, 
Canada reaffirmed its unique position that the developmental needs of young people are 
to be considered in concert with meaningful consequences and the protection of society. 
Developmental criminology offers the opportunity to look for patterns of antisocial 
behaviour that are transient or persistent and to introduce rehabilitative treatment 
accordingly. With further refinement, the bifurcation of youthful offenders, separating 
serious, high-risk, recidivist offenders from low-risk offenders is amenable to this 
developmental criminology approach. Finally, attention throughout this discussion of the 
new penology paradigm has been skewed toward violent youth crime. Physical 
aggression and violence are the most socially feared and costly forms of youth crime. 
Understanding violent behaviour from a developmental perspective is pertinent to this 
discussion. The developmental trajectory of violent behaviour of youth is predictable 
and amenable to intervention. In this regard, developmental criminology can interrupt 
the course of the new penology paradigm through the introduction of evidence-based 
practice. 
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CHAPTER 3 
AN INTEGRATED MODEL: UNDERSTANDING PEER AGGRESSION AMONG 
INCARCERATED YOUTH 
Introduction 
There has been ongoing debate about what constitutes an effective balance 
between security and rehabilitation in institutional settings for youth in conflict with the 
law (Andrews, Lescheid & Hoge 1992; Ellis, 1997; Feld, 1981; Howells, 2000; Poole & 
Regoli, 1983; Satcher, 2005; Thomas, Peterson & Zingraff, 1978). An organizational 
ideology that is security oriented places emphasis on obedience, respect for authority and 
submission to external controls (Feld, 1981). On the other hand, vocational and 
educational goals, therapeutic models of programming, pro-social skill development and 
staff/youth relationships are paramount in an organizational ideology of rehabilitation 
(Ellis, 1997; Feld, 1981; Lescheid, Cunningham & Mazaheri, 1997; Matthew & Pitts, 
1998; Nurse, 2001). Historically, correctional settings have placed the maintenance of 
custodial control well above rehabilitation in the hierarchy or organizational goals (Ellis, 
1997; Lescheid et. al., 1997; Mitchell, Layton MacKenzie, Styve & Gover, 2000; 
Thomas & Peterson, 1977). These institutions tend to be more deprived, austere and 
sanction-based. 
It is acknowledged that the problems of confinement increase in the more 
custodial settings (Poole & Regoli, 1983; Sykes, 1958). Residents of these settings 
generate strategies to cope with the "pains of imprisonment". Peer violence is a central 
element in this system of coping strategies, as it serves to maintain the balance of power 
and control in the peer subculture (Finlay, 2006). Institutional settings that are more 
custodial, punitive and security-focused engender a more violent, more hostile and more 
41 
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oppositional peer subculture than rehabilitative settings (Feld 1981; Poole & Regoli, 
1983). Given that a clear relationship exists between formal organizational ideology and 
the informal peer subculture, thoughtful consideration should be given to the components 
of the organizational structure that can effectively influence institutional violence by 
ameliorating the peer subculture (Cesaroni, 2001; Connell & Farrington, 1996; Feld, 
1981; Howells, 2000; Ireland, 1999,2000; Ireland &Ireland, 2000; Lescheid et al., 1997; 
McCorkle, Miethe & Drass, 1995). These components include the physical 
environments, programs, staff/youth relationships and practices of social control which 
interact dynamically to create the institutional culture (Ellis, 1997; Lescheid, et al., 
1997). As described earlier, social institutions are affected by the macro level influences 
of the new penology paradigm. Political context and public opinion have had a 
significant effect on youth justice institutions (Andrews et al., 1992; Paterline & 
Petersen, 1999; Schneider, 1996). Historically, Conservatives have sought a "law and 
order" approach and a sizeable proportion of the general public has tended to view the 
treatment of incarcerated youthful offenders as "just desserts" and a necessary deterrent 
(Andrews et al., 1992; Schneider, 1996). This position overlooks the fact that if society 
tolerates violence within its institutions, it will negatively influence community safety in 
the long run. "Young persons will return to the community. Therefore, it really does 
matter how they are treated" (Her Majesty's Chief Inspector of Prisons, 1997). 
Inquests into the deaths of two young people in custody in Ontario have provoked 
public debate and, concomitantly, recommendations about the nature and quality of care 
in young offender institutions. One death was a direct result of peer violence (1996) and 
in one, peer violence contributed to the death (2002). These two recent tragedies have 
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sparked government and community interest in organizational responsibility for 
institutional violence (Ellis, 1997; Finlay, 2006; Ireland, 2000; Lescheid et al., 1997; 
Schneider, 1996; Van Dorn & Williams, 2003). Furthermore, the introduction of the 
YCJA, with the provisions as described earlier, has gradually generated ideological shifts 
in the provision of services to youth in institutions. Finally and perhaps related to the 
events described above, there is evidence of a movement towards young offender 
rehabilitation and away from punishment, following the recent transfer of all young 
persons in conflict with the law in Ontario from the adult correctional system to the 
Ministry that serves children and youth. It appears that political and societal contexts 
have shifted to embrace a more pronounced role for rehabilitation in the youth justice 
system. 
Peer Aggression and Violence 
Recent studies in Ontario have gained information from youth, offering an 
analysis of bullying and peer violence that goes beyond incidence, definition and 
categorization of behaviour (Finlay, 2006). These studies confirm the existence of a peer 
subculture within custodial settings. Peer norms, roles and social rankings organize and 
sustain hierarchical arrangements necessary in this culture (Ireland, 1999a, 2000, 2001, 
2002 a, b, c, e; Roland & Idsoe, 2001). The ability to survive and adapt is, to a large 
extent, dependent on the youths' capacity to develop and maintain status (Connell & 
Farrington, 1996). Ireland (1999a) reports that power and dominance are central to peer 
relationships. In this context, peer cultural norms promote victimization to gain social 
acceptance and status (Schwartzwald & Koslowsky, 1999). Aggression is often in 
retaliation to challenges to reputation, in an effort to enhance status or to gain goods and 
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services (Ellis, 1997; Ireland, 1999a, 2002; McCorkle, 1992; Palmer & Farmer, 2002). 
Goods and services are differentially distributed according to status, with the most 
dominant youth obtaining a disproportionate share. This is achieved through "taxing", 
intimidation and other bullying tactics (Ellis, 1997; Ireland, 1999a, 2000, 2002; Kennedy, 
1995; Poole & Regoli, 1983). Aggression and bullying are normalized and this forces 
the ranking of bullies and victims. The domination of the weak is essential to 
maintaining status (Ireland, 1999 a, b, 2000; Maitland & Sluder, 1996,1998; Palmer & 
Farmer, 2002, Power, Dyson & Wozniak, 1997). Passive behaviour is generally 
interpreted as weakness or vulnerability and may provoke exploitation or domination 
(McCorkle, 1992; Sykes, 1958). The physical attributes and presentation of youth 
influence their status (MacDonald, 1999; McCorkle, 1992; Sykes, 1958). Overall 
relationships among youth are based on dominance, control and power, which promote 
aggression and bullying (Connell & Farrington, 1996; Ireland, 1999a; Maitland & Sluder, 
1998; Palmer & Farmer, 2002: Snyder & Rogers, 2002). 
The nature of aggression described by youth can be understood as two processes 
of prisonization that are interconnected (Finlay, 2006). The first spectrum of behaviours 
comprises those behaviours or power tactics employed by youth to acquire and maintain 
individual status. Positioning within the social hierarchy is critical to alleviating some of 
the pains of imprisonment (Sykes, 1958; Ireland, 2000, 2002a, d, e, f; Toch & Toch, 
1982). This is achieved through the use of dominance and aggression. The second set of 
tactics consists of strategies employed by dominant youth who have already acquired 
individual status, to exert control over the social environment. These strategies are an 
organized, complex set of techniques that are bullying in nature. However, individuals 
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must depend on others for these strategies to be successful. Effective leadership, 
affiliation and the manageability of small group dynamics are influential forces 
demonstrated by the dominant youth. The complexity, level of sophistication and the 
intensity of such power over others permeates the entire milieu. Acquiescence is 
guaranteed. The level of danger and risk to youth is significant (Finlay, 2006). 
Youth are not naive to the full spectrum of aggressive violent tactics and 
strategies. Legends develop and are promulgated within institutions and on the street 
(Finlay, 2006). This serves to further intimidate non-participants. The movement of 
youth through the system gives rise to opportunities for these legends to infiltrate other 
sites. Legends reinforce unyielding cultural norms. Youth can be long-term consumers 
of an unsafe peer subculture. The seminal works of Sykes (1958), Wellford (1967) and 
Clemmer (1958) about "the society of captives" and "the pains of imprisonment" 
describe the roles played by inmates in a prison subculture; it defines the unwritten rules 
that sustain equilibrium within the prison environment and discusses violence as a 
necessary response to the deprived conditions of prison life. This analysis is a powerful 
reminder of the perpetuation of institutional violence (Finlay, 2006, Mutchnick & 
Fawcett, 1991). 
The Power and Control Wheel (Appendix A), used as a training and intervention 
tool for those working in the field of domestic violence, shows the primary tactics and 
aggressive behaviour that abusers use to establish and maintain control in relationships. 
Each tactic of aggressive behaviour described in the domestic violence wheel can also be 
interpreted to reflect those used by bullies to establish control in peer relationships in 
juvenile custodial settings. The application of the Power and Control Wheel allows for 
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the integration of both the individual power tactics and the social control strategies 
perpetrated by incarcerated youth. The full spectrum of violence within the context of the 
peer subculture is therefore captured in the adaptation of the Power and Control Wheel 
(Figure 3.1) (Finlay, 2006). 
Developmental Considerations and Their Relevance to the Behaviour of Incarcerated 
Youth 
Because of their age, immaturity and stage of development, young people require 
a unique interpretation by adults of who they are and who they can become Noam & 
Recklitis, 1999; Scott & Grisso, 1998). Their struggle to attain a sense of mastery over 
their environment, a sense of personal authority and a developing self-identity influence 
their relationships with their peers and challenge their relationships with staff (Stone, 
2002). Youth have an immaturity in their understanding of social relationships, the rules 
of social discourse and social subtleties. Their needs are often egocentric and they 
constantly seek opportunities for activity (Felson & Hayne, 2002). Youth are dependent 
on their caregivers for protection, routine and structure to their daily life, guidance and 
role-modeling (Finlay & Snow, 2005). Emotional or behavioural problems that may 
interfere with normal development are often evident with incarcerated youth (Atkins, 
Pumariega, Rogers, Montgomery, Nybro, Jeffers & Sease, 1999; Bryant & Rivard, 1995; 
Bullis & Yovanoff, 2005; Hanish & Guerra, 2002; Jonson-Reid et al., 2001; Laub & 
Sampson, 1993; Nicol, Stretch, Whitney, Jones, Garfield, Turner & Stanion, 2000; Ulzen 
& Hamilton, 1998). Nonetheless, the presentation of youth within young offender 
institutions is largely consistent with the normal development expectations of 
adolescence. Normal developmental tasks are described earlier. 
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There are some similarities between the behaviours of adults and youth in prison 
environments. In all correctional institutions, penalties and incentives are used by staff 
to manage behaviour. Also, in those circumstances in which riotous behaviour occurs, 
the precipitors to riot are similar in both youth and adult jails, that is, idleness, archaic 
disciplinary practices, corruption of authority, shortage of necessities, and bureaucratic 
indifference to rehabilitation (Sykes, 1958). In both adult and youth prison subcultures, 
there is a similar initiation process to establish the status of leaders at the time of new 
admissions (Finlay, 2006; Sykes, 1958). The rule regarding the maintenance of secrecy 
(i.e. "no ratting") is paramount in both settings. There is some similarity in the roles 
ascribed to inmates or residents by adult and youth inmates. Finally, in both subcultures, 
there is emphasis on respect and being "a man." 
There are significant differences however, between youth and adult behaviour in 
the acquisition and demonstration of power and control, and in the social relationships 
within the environment. This is due to the youths' age and immaturity and is consistent 
with normal developmental expectations. Differences are observed between incarcerated 
youth and adults in institutional environments. The following is a set of observations 
related to specific youth behaviours and the institutional response to these behaviours 
that may vary from adults in similar circumstances. These observations are noteworthy 
but are neither conclusive nor inclusive6. They are useful, however, in understanding the 
peer subculture and the struggle youth experience in adapting to prison life. 
• youth have an immaturity in their understanding of social relationships, the rules 
of social discourse and social subtleties 
6
 These are based on the observations of Child Advocates in the province of Ontario during frequent and 
routine visits to young offender facilities over the past decade. 
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Figure 3.1. Peer Violence in Youth Custody Facilities 
Figure B 
PEER VIOLENCE IN YOUTH CUSTObY FACILITIES 
* * * 
P^ VIOLENCE 
USING 
GOODS 
AND SERVICES 
USING 
COERCION 
AND THREATS 
-making and / or carrying out 
threats to injure 
-'rushing', beating up, 'shanking' 
-P.C.ing off the range/dorm 
v- aggression directed at 
institution: 'flooding', riot, 
disturbance, 'standoff 
L- 'holding court 
-'string ups' 
- forcing youth to pay rent 
-taxing 
-punking off food, 
possessions, property, contraband 
USING PRIVILEGE/STATUS 
- treating victim like a servant (bitch) 
- acting like 'top-dog' 
- defining status and roles of peers 
- soldiering 
- use of reputation 
- 'be a man' 
«5h 
USING 
INTIMIDATION 
UAL 
-display of power/posturing 
-afiliatjon with 'boys' .friends 
USING 
EMOTIONAL 
ABUSE 
- name calling 
- degradation: use of 
bodily fluids 
- sexual humiliation 
POWER 
AND 
.CONTROL 
USING 
STAFF 
RELATIONSHIPS 
- acquiring goods and 
services from staff 
- acquiring status through 
affiliation with staff 
- maintaining control over the 
range at request of staff 
(symbiotic relationship) 
- aggression directed at 
institution 
MINIMIZING, 
DENYING, 
BLAMING 
FORCING ISOLATION 
-youth stay in cells as 
self-protection 
-serf imposed segregation 
-social isolation; placed in a 
special unit 
-'probation': controlling 
what he does, where he 
goes. ..etc. 
- blaming the victim 
- shifting responsibility 
- rationalizing the violence 
based on the victim's 
behaviour/presentation 
- friendly 'string up' 
- ridiculing victim for lack of 
self-defense 
-horseplay 
J. Fintay 
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immature youth agitate excessively and disruptively within the environment (e.g. 
incessant banging, verbal demands, yelling) 
many youth are attached to their mothers and this maternal dependency persists 
within the institution 
many youth sustain close external relationships while incarcerated 
numerous groups form with identified leaders; a pecking order is developed 
within the subgroups and group affiliation is required; solidarity or allegiance 
among all inmates is not established 
status is dependent on fighting ability 
the level of peer aggression and bullying is high 
fighting opportunities are created to sustain status 
often aggression occurs for the sake of aggression (i.e. adolescent bravado) 
youth needs are often egocentric 
there is not the same level of sophistication in the assignment and maintenance of 
roles as there is in adult custody settings 
there is a taboo about homosexuality 
goods and services are used to acquire and reinforce status 
the primary incentives for youth are opportunities for activity 
there is a strong emphasis on education and learning 
youth are food reliant; caloric intake is necessary for their continued development 
there is an organizational requirement for the observation of rights with external 
mechanisms to ensure compliance 
many youth are dependent on the protection of guards 
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• guards who provide guidance and role-modeling direct youth 
• youth are dependent on guards for programming, assignment of points, level 
acceleration and daily structure 
• routines are not self-generated or sustained 
• youth are grouped by the organization according to need 
• guards collude with the most mature inmates only; they do not align with youth 
on the basis of their notoriety 
• guards find the environments demanding due to the adolescent needs for activity, 
interaction and direction 
The observations described above illustrate the centrality of age and development on 
peer dynamics in the institutional setting. 
Coping Strategies Utilized by Incarcerated Youth to Manage the Impact of Peer 
Aggression 
Edgar and O'Donnell (1999) describe three defining features of fear, which are: 
exposure to substantive risk, loss of control over the environment and the anticipation of 
serious consequences. These conditions are present in youth justice institutions. 
Victimization and intimidation are routine and the youth's ability to defend himself is 
hampered. Youth have limited control over how they will spend their time, their daily 
routines, what they eat and when and with whom the associate. Coping strategies may 
serve to protect youth from the aggressive peer subculture within the institution (Noam & 
Recklitis, 1999). There is limited literature available related to coping strategies utilized 
by incarcerated youth. Two primary adaptive responses however, were addressed. One 
strategy is to avoid by withdrawing from others or by leaving the environment. The 
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other primary strategy is to present as tough and fight back. Other strategies or responses 
include turning to staff and the use of peers. 
Avoidant strategies inevitably reduce the risk of serious offences taking place 
(McCorkle, 1992). By socially isolating themselves in their room or in an isolation cell, 
youth secure their own safety by avoiding altercations altogether (McCorkle, 1992). 
Interacting with victims or aggressors at the time of the conflict, coercive episodes or 
threatening behaviour is perceived as resulting in further risk of their own victimization. 
Inmate codes rely on avoidant strategies such as "mind your own business" or "keep to 
yourself (Layton MacKenzie, 1987). Avoidance strategies are therefore risk aversive 
and consistent with the self-regulating rules of inmates. 
Proactive aggressive strategies are also used as a precaution to being hurt 
(McCorkle, 1992) and appear to be an acceptable method of conflict resolution (Edgar 
and O'Donnell, 1999). Inmates present as tough in order to avoid victimization or 
exploitation by their peers. Passive behaviours are generally interpreted by more 
aggressive youth as a sign of weakness. Youth risk being labeled a P.C. (victim) and 
targeted for "punking off' and exploitation (Cesaroni & Peterson-Badali, 2005; 
McCorkle, 1992). Incarcerated youth who are afraid of being victimized may also in fact 
believe that they must assert themselves in interactions with others in order to gain status 
through intimidation and in so doing, provide self-protection (Gover, Layton MacKenzie, 
2003). Incarceration offers, for some youth, the opportunity to create a powerful identity 
(Unger, 2001). Youth who fear being assaulted will carry weapons for self-defense and 
protection. In so doing, weapons serve to bolster their sense of status and power 
(McCorkle, 1992; Unger, 2001). 
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Another protective coping strategy for incarcerated youth may be turning to staff 
when they feel unsafe or fear victimization (Edgar & O'Donnell, 1999). Youth in youth 
justice institutions however, are reluctant to seek help when distressed (Cesaroni & 
Peterson-Badali, 2005; Peterson-Badali & Koegel, 2002). Turing to staff may violate the 
paramount rule understood by institutionalized youth of "no ratting" or informing staff of 
others' behaviour (Finlay, 2006; Layton MacKenzie, 1987; Sykes, 1984; Thomas, 1977). 
The harshest reprisals are directed at youth who violate this code. 
Turning to other youth in the institution to intervene for one's own protection is a 
potential coping strategy (Cesaroni & Peterson-Badali, 2005; Edgar & O'Donnell, 1999). 
It depends largely however, on the group dynamics in the institution. If the peer 
subculture promotes victimization to gain social acceptance, status or to gain goods or 
services, the youth's status in that subculture will determine his ability to turn to other 
youth for self-protection (Ellis, 1997; Ireland, 1999; Ireland, 2002; Finlay, 2006). 
In summary, a number of coping strategies, as identified in the literature, may be 
utilized by incarcerated youth to manage the impact of peer aggression. The 
effectiveness of these strategies, however, is largely dependent on the youth's capacity to 
avoid, get tough, turn to staff and seek the protection of peers and the amenability of the 
institution and peer subculture to accommodate these strategies. 
An Integrated Model for Understanding Peer Aggression Among Incarcerated Youth 
Traditionally, inmate violence has been understood in the context of a prison 
subculture that developed out of the deprived conditions of correctional institutions and 
the pre-prison disposition of its inmates. Historically, this explanation has been driven 
by research in adult correctional organizations. Recently however, studies have applied 
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this theory to juvenile institutions (Biggam & Power, 1999; Jiang & Fischer-Giorlando, 
2002; McCorkle et al., 1995; Paterline & Peterson, 1999; Poole & Regoli, 1983). 
Earlier studies debated the extent to which coercive, dehumanizing prison 
conditions forced inmates to behave in violent ways to alleviate the "pains of 
imprisonment" and regain control over their social environment - the deprivation model 
(Puritz & Scali, 1998; Sykes, 1958; Thomas, 1977; Zamble & Porporino, 1990). In 
contrast, the importation model theorizes that pre-prison life histories, attitudes and 
values supporting violence determine the adaptive responses of inmates to incarceration. 
Inmates "import" a culture of violence to the institutional setting (Cao et al., 1997; 
Paterline & Peterson, 1999). The interaction between these two models has been widely 
accepted as providing a more convincing understanding of the impact of prisonization on 
inmate violence than either model separately (Baker et al., 2002; Gover, Layton 
MacKenzie & Armstrong, 2000; Jiang & Fischer-Giorlando, 2002; Thomas & Peterson, 
1977; Wright, 1991). The integration of the two models into one theoretical perspective 
provides the impetus for the model presented herein (Figure 1.1). Pre-incarceration risk 
factors and institutional features that make youth vulnerable to victimization and 
violence in young offender institutions are identified. This study postulates how these 
importation and deprivation factors interact to produce the power and control dynamics 
illustrated in Figure 1.1. 
Importation: Attributes of Youth 
Personal Risk Factors 
The study of developmental criminology is particularly relevant to this 
discussion. The tracking of early childhood and adolescent experiences in individuals 
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who later become involved in the criminal justice system can provide useful information 
with regard to developmental trajectories. These trajectories reflect potential causal 
factors that influence antisocial and regressive behaviours. Moffitt's model of adolescent 
limited and life-course-persistent types of behaviour development recognizes the 
difference between the etiology, age of onset and developmental course of each group. 
Each group will be affected differently by an admission to a youth justice institution with 
the life-course-persistent youth more likely to import individual risk factors that will 
influence his interactions while incarcerated. 
Research evidence identifies a number of personal risk factors that influence the 
use of aggression and violence specifically in young offender settings. These include 
age, size, previous history in the criminal justice system, and type of charges. Age across 
adult and youth settings has been viewed as having the strongest effect on aggressive 
behaviour; thus, the younger the inmate, the higher the probability of aggression 
(Currie& Covell, 1998; Feld, 1997; Poole & Regoli, 1983). A rationale proposed was 
that adolescence is associated with greater risk-taking behaviour and therefore youth are 
potentially more aggressive (Currie & Covell, 1998). Youth were described as 
precipitating more violence than their adult counterparts. These youth tend to be the 
bullies and aggressors in young offender institutions (Mutchnick & Fawcett, 1991; 
Paterline & Petersen, 1999). There is inference in the literature that perpetrators of peer 
violence tend to be larger, stronger youth (Ellis, 1997; McCorkle et al., 1995; 
Tannenbaum, 1978). Youth, on the other hand, describe this as a perception rather than 
the reality. Youth fear larger youth due to the potential of being assaulted. They report 
that larger youth do not commit a greater number of assaults, but rather control other 
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youth through the use of their intimidating presence (Finlay, 2004,2006). Prior 
incarceration has also demonstrated to be a factor influencing attitudes and beliefs about 
the use of violence for the purpose of problem-solving (Biggam & Power, 1999; 
McGee& Baker, 2002; Paterline & Petersen, 1999). Finally, pre-institutional violence has 
been identified in the literature as the best predictor of peer violence (Baker et al., 2002; 
Borum, 2000; Nofziger & Kurtz, 2005; Poole & Regoli, 1983). Youth who come from 
backgrounds that reinforce a set of attitudes and values condoning aggression acted 
violently in youth institutions (Browne & Falshaw, 1996; Duncan, 1999; Fergusson & 
Lynsky, 1996; Hamilton, Falshaw & Browne, 2002; Henning, Leitenberger, Coffey, 
Bennett, & Jankowski, 1997; Henry, Tolan & Gorman-Smith, 2001; Kakar, 1996; 
Malgrem & Meisel, 2004). 
A number of predictors of violent behaviour in youth are identified in the 
literature. However, these factors have not been tested in relation to aggressive 
behaviours among incarcerated youth. The present analysis presupposes a correlation 
between these factors and peer violence in youth correctional institutions. Studies in 
developmental criminology determine a number of child risk factors as noted earlier. As 
indicated, the higher the number of risk factors, the greater the likelihood of antisocial 
outcomes appearing at a later date (Landy & Kwok, 1998). Furthermore, there is a 
pattern in the onset and the course of violent behaviour that is progressive in severity and 
eventually may result in the need for intervention by the youth justice system. 
Family Risk Factors 
There is a wealth of knowledge and understanding about the influence of the 
family on the offending behaviour of youth (Fergusson & Lynskey, 1996; Hoge, 
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Andrews & Lescheid, 1994,1996). The effect of adverse family circumstance is 
cumulative in nature and gives shape and meaning to a youth's development. 
Similar to personal risk factors, these factors are evidenced among incarcerated 
youth and may influence the youths' response to peer violence and the institutional 
milieu (Andrews et al., 1992; Cunningham, Baker, Mazaheri, Ashbourne, Van Brunshot 
& Currie, 2000; Borum, 2000; Cunningham et al., 2000; Hoge et al., 1996). Family risk 
factors reiterated from the developmental criminology section of this paper include: early 
and current history of domestic violence (Covell & Howe, 2009; Borum, 2000; 
Fergusson & Lynskey, 1996; Henning et al., 1997; Jonson-Reid, 1998; Mitchell & 
Finkelhor, 2001; Rebellon & Van Gundy, 2005; Truscott, 1992); neglect and abuse 
(Borum, 2000; Brezina, 1998; Mason, Zimmerman & Evan, 1998; McMahon & Clay-
Warner, 2002; Mitchell & Finkelhor, 2001; Ryan & Testa, 2005; Smith & Thornberry, 
1995; Sprague & Walker, 2000); poor parent/child relationships (Borum, 2000; Madden 
& Harbin, 1983; Moffitt, Caspi, Dickson, Silva & Stanton, 1996); absence of supervision 
(Andrews et al., 1992; Borum, 2000; Mitchell & Finkelhor, 2001); discipline practices 
(Borum, 2000; Halliday, Boykins & Graham, 2001; Hoge & Andrews, 1996); interaction 
with the community (Barker, 1998; Wikstrom & Loeber, 2000); welfare reliance 
(Andrews et al., 1992); criminality (Borum, 2000; Fergusson & Lynskey, 1996); 
substance abuse (Moss, Mezzich, Yao, Graveler & Martin, 1995; Tarter, Kirisci, 
Vanyukov, Cornelius, Pajer, Shaol & Giancola, 2002); mental illness (Fergusson & 
Lynsky, 1996; Moss et al., 1995; Tarter et al., 2002); parental absence (Sprague & 
Walker, 2000); composite family (Andrews et al., 1992; Rebellon, 2002; Sprague & 
Walker, 2000); and child welfare involvement (Haapasalo, 2000; Jonson-Reid & Barth, 
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2000). Family circumstances and relationships contribute to the developmental pathways 
and functioning of the youth. There may be a causal relationship between family risk 
factors and personal risk factors, with the former offering the greater contribution or 
influence. The youth imports these personal characteristics and life history into the 
prison environment and these contribute to his adjustment to the institutional milieu and 
the peer subculture. 
Deprivation: Attributes of the Institutional Setting 
Considerable research exists regarding the deprivation model and those attributes 
of the institution that contribute to a violent peer subculture. Components of the 
organizational structure in young offender institutions are divided into four categories: 
physical structure, program resources, staff/youth relationship and practices of social 
control. These categories were developed to match the prison conditions described in the 
literature that contribute to the nature of youth adaptation to incarceration. The level of 
deprivation experienced influences the nature of the peer subculture (Feld, 1981; 
Paterline & Petersen, 1999). 
Physical Environment 
The physical plant was the component of the organizational structure that was 
most prevalent in the literature as it relates to deprivation. The physical conditions and 
standard of living in prisons are historically and currently described as "painful" (Cowels 
& Washburn, 2005; Farrington & Nuttal, 1980; Finlay & Snow, 2005; Sykes, 1958; 
Thomas & Petersen, 1977; Toch & Toch, 1982; Wright, 1991). The space, cleanliness 
and functionality of the environment can promote non-violent ways of behaving (Ellis, 
1997). Steel bunks, steel washbowls and toilets, cage-like cells, long rows of cells, and 
Keeping Kids Safe 58 
living spaces made of concrete and steel create dehumanizing environments. Cottage or 
campus-like designs are more conducive to rehabilitation (Cesaroni, 2001; Dimond, 
Misch & Goldberg, 2001; Ellis, 1997; Lescheid et al., 1997). Single cell accommodation 
is preferable to dormitory settings as it may reduce the danger presented by congregating 
youth (Ellis, 1997; Lescheid et al., 1997). Dormitories were considered the primary 
"hotspots", that is locations in which inmates and staff believe there is a high risk of 
violence (Ellis, 1997; Kennedy, 1995; Lescheid et al., 1997; McCorkle, 1992; McCorkle 
et al., 1995). The shortage of necessities such as personal possessions and hygiene 
products negatively influences a sense of well-being and comfort (Finlay, 2006). The 
quality and quantity of food is a significant feature for youth due to their age-specific 
need for caloric intake. Food is used as an opportunity for "punking off', intimidation, 
coercion and extortion (Finlay, 2006; Finlay & Snow, 2005). Access to weapons and 
contraband influences the level of security felt by incarcerated youth. The presence of 
weapons is a constant threat to youth. Intimidation and bullying tactics are used to 
procure the contraband (Finlay, 2004; Ireland, 1999, 2000; Kennedy, 1995). 
Program Resources 
Participation in meaningful activity throughout the day has been associated with 
good mental health (Leschied et al., 1997). The European Committee for the Prevention 
of Torture and Inhumane or Degrading Treatment or Punishment has published a list of 
standards that includes a recommendation that 
Although a lack of purposeful activity is detrimental for any prisoner, it is 
especially harmful for juveniles, who have a particular need for physical activity 
and intellectual stimulation. Juveniles deprived of their liberty must be offered 
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full programs of sports, vocational training and other purposeful activities (2003). 
Programming has the potential to enhance self-esteem and personal competency. It is 
important that programming be balanced and that it strive to meet the physical, 
emotional, educational and spiritual needs of youth. These programs need to emphasize 
problem-solving and life skills and, where possible, should demonstrate and reflect a 
healthy community lifestyle (Finlay & Snow, 2005). Adequate staff supervision and 
vigilance were identified as key features in reducing peer violence and aggression. A 
high staff/youth ratio was considered essential in achieving this (Ellis, 1997; Lescheid et 
al., 1997; McCorkle et al., 1995). Access to family and community (Paterline & 
Petersen, 1999; McCorkle et al., 1995), medical services (McCorkle et al., 1995), and 
educational, vocational, therapeutic, and recreational programming (Andrews, Zinger, 
Hoge, Bonta, Gendreau & Cullen, 1990; Ellis, 1997; Estrada & Marksamer, 2006; 
Kupers, 1996; Lescheid et al., 1997; Nicol et al., 2000; Punariega, Atkins, Nybro, 
Mylluus, Caesar, Montgomery & Rogers, 1999; Roush, 1996) were all significant factors 
in creating a positive peer culture and in reducing violence. 
Staff/Youth Relationships 
The quality of life for young people while in youth justice institutions depends 
largely on the nature of their relationship with staff (Bjarnason, 1999; Howells, 2000). 
Indeed, some youth have indicated that the aspects of programs that they most 
appreciated were the relationships that they had established with staff (Bidgood & 
Pancer, 2001). Reportedly, the most effective characteristics of staff behaviour include: 
authority (a firm but fair approach); anti-criminal, pro social role-modeling; problem-
solving; advocacy and brokerage; and relating in open, enthusiastic, caring ways 
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(Andrews et al., 1992; Johnson, 1999). Feld (1981) confirms the importance of the 
relationship between youth, staff and culture. A formal collaborative open relationship 
with staff permits youth to inform staff of their fears or of incidents of aggression. The 
greater visibility of staff also leads to less peer violence and a more positive peer culture. 
In rehabilitative environments, emphasis is placed on insight, problem-solving, rewards 
and privileges. The staff and youth response to violence is one of the most important 
determinants of the nature of the peer subculture (Finlay & Snow, 2005; Lescheid et al., 
1997; Poole & Regoli, 1983). 
The emphasis on a rehabilitative role for staff in youth justice settings is apparent 
with the introduction of the case management model. This reinforces the importance and 
the responsibility of staff to youth relationships. The staff however, also needs to 
maintain a custodial role for the purposes of containment and security consistent with 
their legal responsibilities and authority. The dual functions may create stress for staff 
and youth (Gordon, Moriarty & Grant, 2003; Howells, 2000). 
Practices of Social Control 
The practices of social control by staff characterize a more correctional/custodial 
approach to staff/youth relationships. These interventions include: the threat or use of 
physical coercion (i.e. physical restraints), the ability to transfer to a more intrusive 
environment (i.e. isolation) and the use of consequences for behavioural control (Feld, 
1981; Mitchell and Varley, 1990). 
In terms of adults in authority, youth are acutely aware of the power imbalance 
and clearly articulate the one-sidedness of these relationships and the apparent lack of 
respect this engenders (Drury, 2003). In custody, young persons are inherently 
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dependent on staff to meet their needs. Authoritarian posturing by staff can provoke 
violent behaviour (Armaline, 2005). Young people have difficulty coming to grips with 
the reality that they have had to give up their autonomy, their belongings, their clothing, 
their familial and community relationships and symbolically, their citizenship 
(Schneider, 1996; Sykes, 1958). Power struggles ensue in the context of custodial 
settings when young people assert their need for independence and recognition of who 
they are (Berle, 1996; Bruins, 1999; Harsch, 1984; Kim, Smith & Brigham, 2003; Unger 
& Teram, 2002). 
Johnson (1999) reports that in residential settings, staff can resort to practices of 
over-control. This is particularly evident in the management of point and level systems 
and in the determination of consequences. Considerable discretion is used in the control 
and maintenance of rules (Tomkins-Rosenblatt & VanderVen, 2005). Privileges can also 
be arbitrarily assigned (Feld, 1981). Youth will then view staff as depriving, punitive 
and uncaring (Johnson, 1999; Jordan, Cowan & Roberts, 1995; Koslowsky & 
Schwarzwald, 1993; Terpstra, 1999). If youth experience endless consequences with no 
incentive to do well, they will have nothing to lose (Murray & Sefchik, 1992; Stone, 
2002). They also learn to get what they want by pleasing adults or outwitting authority 
(Feld, 1981). Environments that rely on social control methods to manage youth 
behaviour seek obedience, submission and conformity. This conflicts with adolescent 
needs for independence, self-mastery and a sense of personal authority, and may create 
adversarial relationships between staff and youth. Unskilled staff may seek to neutralize 
these interchanges by imposing their will in an authoritarian manner or through the use of 
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sanctions such as segregation or physical restraints (Barnett, DosReis & Riddle, 2002; 
Busch & Shore, 2000; Crespi, 1990; Day, 2002; Haney, 2003). 
Summary 
In summary, attributes of the institutional setting organized according to physical 
environment, programs, staff/youth relationships and practices of social control influence 
the level of deprivation experienced by youth during incarceration. Coercive, 
authoritarian structures lead to a level of powerlessness, alienation and oppositional 
defiance on the part of youth. The level of deprivation influences the response of young 
offenders and the need for a peer subculture to relieve the deprivation. The inmate 
subculture facilitates power and control tactics and dynamics that are aggressive and 
harassing in nature. 
Describing the Integrated Model Process 
Observing the interaction between importation and deprivation offers an 
understanding of peer violence among incarcerated youth that is more inclusive than a 
restrictive focus on one set of factors or the other. The peer subculture that produces a 
spectrum of violence (Finlay, 2006) is dependent on the extra-custody attributes of youth 
that affect the youth's attitudes, beliefs and behaviour and on the critical influence of the 
prison organization. The model presented in this study (Figure 1.1) postulates that the 
youth imports personal characteristics and a life history into the correctional 
environment. Both personal and family risk factors are inextricably intertwined. The 
youth's presentation, response patterns and coping strategies at admission and throughout 
the period of incarceration are conditioned by these factors. It is proposed that 
institutional attributes such as physical structure, program resources, staff/youth 
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interactions and practices of social control magnify the personal attributes of youth. 
These govern his response to the institutional conditions and ultimately his adjustment 
and adherence to the peer subculture. The level of deprivation in the institution will 
ultimately influence the level of violence produced by the subculture. The Power and 
Control Wheel (Figure 3.1) describes both the spectrum of tactics used by youth to 
acquire status and dominance and the strategies and dynamics employed to maintain this 
power and control within the social environment. 
The Use of Child Maltreatment and Exposure to Domestic Violence to llustrate the 
Model 
As indicated earlier, from the perspective of developmental criminology, an early 
and current history of child maltreatment and domestic violence was identified as a 
family risk factor and a predictor of antisocial outcomes. It can be a pre-prison attribute 
that is imported by youth into the custodial environment (Farrington & Loeber, 1999; 
Juby & Farrington, 2001; Lescheid et al., 2006). Youth who grew up in a familial 
environment that included domestic violence learned to emulate aggressive behaviours as 
problem-solving strategies (Wolfe, Crooks, Lee, Mclntyre-Smith & Jaffe, 2003; 
Cunningham et al., 2000). In particular, males exposed to domestic violence, on average, 
exhibit more adjustment difficulties such as externalizing behaviours (aggressive acting-
out), internalizing difficulties (fearful behaviour) and relational difficulties (poor 
conflict-resolution, vulnerability to victimization and perpetration of violence) (Jewirtz & 
Edleson, 2007; Kaplow & Widom, 2007; Herrenkohl, Herrenkohl, Sousa, Tajima & 
Moylan, 2008). These antisocial and aggressive behaviours put youth at risk of entry 
into the youth justice system (Sprague & Walker, 2000). Indeed, a high proportion of 
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incarcerated youth have histories of exposure to domestic violence (Kakar, 1996; Jonson-
Reid, 2002). 
Concomitantly, youth who are victims of child maltreatment by family members 
are at increased risk of engaging in aggressive behaviours (Covell & Howe, 2009; 
Jonson-Reid, 1998; Ryan, Herz, Hernandez & Marshall, 2007) and of developing 
internalizing symptomology and insecure attachments (Lansford, Miller-Johnson, Berlin, 
Dodge, Bates & Pettit, 2007). There is compelling evidence that physical abuse plays a 
causal role in the development of antisocial behaviours (Jaffee, Caspi, Moffitt & Taylor, 
2004) and is a predictor of youth violence (Maas, Herrenkohl & Sousa, 2008). 
Noteworthy are studies that confirm that males exposed to domestic violence exhibit 
similar adjustment difficulties and symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder as males 
who are physically abused (Henning et al., 1997). Of significance to this study is 
evidence which confirms the co-occurrence of child maltreatment and exposure to 
domestic violence (Gewirtz & Edelson, 2007). The compounding effects of the two are 
deemed a "double whammy" (Herrenkohl et al., 2008, p. 90). There are direct links 
between both child maltreatment and exposure to domestic violence to later conflict 
problems which include some form of recurrent aggression and in some cases, 
perpetration of violence (Herrenkohl et al., 2008; Tyler, Johnson & Brownridge, 2008). 
These risk factors generate pathways into the youth justice system (Stewart, Livingstone 
& Dennison, 2008; Sprague & Walker, 2000). 
Other studies have also reported similar findings related to the over-
representation of youth with investigated child abuse reports in the youth justice system 
(Jonson-Reid & Barth, 2000; Ryan et al., 2007). In most cases, entry into the child 
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welfare system presupposes some form of maltreatment. Therefore, in all likelihood, 
youth with involvement in the child welfare system have a history of child maltreatment 
that was reported, investigated and resulted in child welfare intervention of services. 
Less than half (45.0%) of maltreatment investigations are substantiated in Canada 
(Maggia & Vine, 2006). The Ontario Association of Children's Aid Societies reported 
that there were 77,089 investigations completed in 2007 - 2008. Of those investigations, 
24,955 became open-protection cases and 8,137 were cases of family services in which 
the child was not in need of protection. There were 75,790 reports in the same time 
period that received no further investigation (OACAS, 2008). 
Youth who are incarcerated with no reported history of child welfare involvement 
may, nonetheless, have a background of exposure to domestic violence or child 
maltreatment that went unreported, was suspected but not substantiated or investigated 
with no subsequent child welfare intervention or service. Jonson-Reid & Barth (2000) 
reported that youth who received child welfare services beyond the investigation were 
not significantly more likely to become incarcerated than those youth whose cases were 
investigated but not opened for service (p. 515). The majority (57%) of youth 
participants in the Youth Partner's Project had reported child welfare involvement. It is 
therefore safe to assume that the majority of youth participants in the Keeping Kids Safe 
study had a history of exposure to domestic violence or child maltreatment, or a 
combination of both. 
A youth carries this predisposition with him into the institutional environment. It 
is expected that the normal development tasks facing adolescents manifest behaviourally. 
This combined with an adverse family history and resultant behavioural difficulties 
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exacerbate his inability to successfully navigate the institutional culture. Youth from 
adverse family backgrounds that include child maltreatment and exposure to domestic 
violence follow a trajectory of externalizing behaviours, internalizing difficulties and 
relational difficulties. It has been demonstrated in the literature that these youth enter 
young offender settings with a specific predisposition to violence (Herrenkohl et al., 
2008; Jonson-Reid, 2002; Kaka, 1996; Maas et al., 2008; Sprague & Walker, 2000). 
Finally, involvement in the child welfare system signals abuse or neglect that sensitizes 
young people to traumatic expectations which may include expectations of recurrence of 
threat, of failure of protective interventions or of helplessness (Van der Kolk, McFarlane 
& Weisaeth, 1996). It is anticipated that these pre-prison characteristics that are 
imported into the institution will be magnified as the youth engages in the institutional 
setting and peer subculture. 
The model (Figure 1.1) will be verified through the use of child maltreatment and 
exposure to domestic violence as an example of importation. The personal risk factors 
(i.e. history of behavioural problems and aggression, age of first offence, and amount of 
involvement in the youth justice system) are inter-dependent with family risk factors (i.e. 
exposure to domestic violence and history of child maltreatment). The coping strategies 
used by youth to manage the institutional environment and peer aggression will be 
consistent with his sense of self related to this adverse family history. It is proposed that 
if the institutional setting is "loaded" with elements of deprivation, a negative peer 
subculture will develop which uses aggression and violence as a primary strategy to cope 
with the level of deprivation. Youth who have been exposed to child maltreatment or 
domestic violence are acutely aware of power and control dynamics and can re-enact 
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them with ease. The youth use aggression or avoidance to elicit predictable responses 
from their environment (Chagnon, 2007). Youth with histories of child maltreatment or 
domestic violence are already predisposed to troublesome trajectories. Incarcerations in 
environments that do not offer safe physical sites, meaningful programs and enriching 
staff/youth relationships magnify this predisposition and escalate the pace of the journey 
on these pathways. The integrated model demonstrates the interaction between the 
predisposition of the youth and that of the environment, using exposure to child 
maltreatment and domestic violence as the clarifying example. 
Keeping Kids Safe 
CHAPTER 4 
METHODOLOGY 
Research Design 
The report of the Youth Partner's Project (YPP), a project undertaken by the 
Canadian Council of Provincial Child and Youth Advocates (CCPCYA), was released in 
2005 (Finlay & Snow, 2005). The report provided valuable insight into the lived 
experiences of young people who were residing in secure custody facilities in seven 
provinces in Canada. The present study, Keeping Kids Safe, is a secondary analysis of 
data drawn from the YPP. The intent of this analysis is to understand the relationship 
between importation and deprivation factors and the perception of safety by incarcerated 
youth in youth justice custodial settings in Canada. The relative effectiveness of the 
theoretical models of importation and deprivation in explaining youth's perception of 
safety is examined. 
A mixed methods triangulation design is utilized for this study due to its 
adaptability to the YPP (Cresswell & Piano Clark, 2007). The data were collected 
through a questionnaire which used both closed and open-ended questions and youth 
participants were encouraged to elaborate and discuss their perceptions throughout a 
face-to-face interview process. A mixed methods design brings together the strengths of 
both quantitative and qualitative research Tashakkori & Teddle, 2003). Firstly, 
quantitative analysis was used for the purposes of grouping the data in preparation for 
the qualitative analysis. Secondly, cross-tabulations were conducted to deepen the 
understanding of the data across groupings. Subsequently, the qualitative analysis was 
conducted to further enhance the understanding of the youth's lived experience in the 
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youth justice settings. Quantitative and qualitative results were compared and, through 
triangulation, the qualitative findings were used to validate, corroborate or build on the 
quantitative results. 
Youth Partner's Project 
Background 
Child Advocates, Ombudspersons and Commissioners from seven provinces 
participated in the Youth Partner's Project (YPP). These included: British Columbia, 
Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Newfoundland and 
Labrador. The development of YPP was prompted by the discovery of common themes 
and issues related to the experiences of youth in secure custody facilities across all 
provinces. Agreements were made on the method for study, the development of the 
survey tool, the establishment of data collection protocols and the assignment of 
provincial roles and responsibilities. Subsequently, authorities from provincial 
governments agreed to facilitate the participation of a youth justice secure custody 
institution in their jurisdiction on the condition that provincial or institutional data was 
not identifiable in the report. Resources to fund YPP were provided by the Federal 
Department of Justice and the in kind contribution of time, resources and expertise was 
offered by the participating provinces. 
Participants in the YPP 
The research sites were secure custody facilities located in seven different 
provinces. Each participating province conducted in-depth interviews with 148 youth 
(up to 25 youth per province) sentenced to custody at the age of 16 or 17 years, who 
were residing in secure custody facilities at the time of the interview. The YCJA restricts 
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the upper age limit in youth justice facilities to 20 years. The mean age of the sample 
was 16.7 years with only nine youth over the age of 18. The intent was to interview only 
males, however two facilities were co-educational and there were 18 females and 130 
males interviewed. Each of the youth were informed in advance about the nature of the 
study and understood that his or her participation in it was voluntary and provided 
consent accordingly. 
YPP Sampling Strategy 
Although it is acknowledged that the sample of youth interviewed was not 
representative of all youth in custody, a systematic random sampling process did take 
place. In implementing the survey, the interviewer used the young offender institution's 
roll call (attendance logs) and selected youth to interview by numbering the alphabetical 
list of names, choosing every "nth" name on the list. This random selection process was 
explained to all potential participants so that they understood that no one youth was 
purposefully chosen to be interviewed. This served to safeguard against any potential 
labelling/identification of youth interviewed as "informants". 
Due to the small population size in three provinces, random sampling was not 
possible; in these cases the sample was all youth available to be interviewed in secure 
institutions. Due to the relationship between the Provincial Child Advocate and 
incarcerated youth, Advocates reported that few youth took advantage of the opportunity 
not to participate or to discontinue the interview before it was completed. 
Survey Instrument 
The questionnaire was designed to provide a snapshot of youth perceptions on 
how the care and programming in various secure custody facilities addressed their basic 
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and psychosocial needs. As this information was expected to help inform the 
development of national "standards of care" that would comply with the legal 
requirements of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, qualitative and 
quantitative data were collected on seven care domains: basic care, caring for young 
people by staff, rights of young people, programming, behaviour management, peer 
violence and community and family. The survey also requested a small amount of 
demographic information about each participant. The survey included a total of 125 
questions divided into 11 sections (Appendix B). Fifteen questions directly invited 
participants to "explain" or elaborate on their response (commentary). In addition, three 
open-ended questions were used to close the interview process: one asking "What do 
youth need to know about this facility to help them in their stay here?", the second 
asking "If you could change or improve one thing at this facility, what would it be?", and 
the third, inviting youth to talk about anything else that hadn't been asked in the 
interview. A separate section early in the interview asked youth to construct from 
memory, a life history beginning with their current location in a secure custody facility 
and moving backward. These "life lines" were created by the youth with some 
assistance from the interviewer (prompting, clarifying, etc.) to help them recall location 
and duration of stay for all placements, including time spent at home (Finlay, 2003). 
These personal histories provided important demographic background information and a 
context for the analysis of the interview data. 
Interview Process 
The interviews were conducted by Provincial Advocates and/or Ombudspersons. 
It was understood that this would influence the process, as most youth are familiar with 
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the Advocates/Ombudsman Office and many would have accessed advocacy. As a 
survey designed to give voice to youth in secure custody facilities, the use of 
Advocates/Ombudspersons was intended to create a sense of security and an 
environment where youth participants would feel safe to elaborate and share their 
personal experiences. A note-taker accompanied the interviewer to record the verbatim 
responses of participants, which were used as transcripts for the purposes of coding and 
data entry. Interviews took from 40-150 minutes to complete with an average of one 
hour and 15 minutes. 
Keeping Kids Safe Study 
As indicated earlier, the Keeping Kids Safe study offers a secondary analysis of 
the data drawn from the YPP. 
Research Questions 
The general research question explored in this study is: In what ways does the 
interaction between the predisposition of youth and the institutional environment act to 
promote or deter perceptions of safety among incarcerated youth? The quantitative 
analysis descriptively addressed the following questions: 
1. What are the demographic characteristics of the youth in the sample drawn for 
the Keeping Kids Safe study? 
2. Does youths' perception of safety and experience of peer harassment and 
aggression vary according to the youth justice institution in which he resides? 
3. How does the amount of involvement in the youth justice system influence a 
youth's perception of safety and experience of peer harassment and aggression 
in institutions categorized as Less Safe or Safer? 
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4. How does the importation factor of child welfare involvement influence a 
youth's perception of safety and experience of peer harassment and 
aggression? 
Once it was established that the institutions could be meaningfully grouped by 
the youth's perception of safety, the qualitative analysis explored the following 
questions: 
5. What does Less Safe or Safer mean to youth residing in youth justice 
settings? 
6. What kinds of experiences are associated with the various forms of peer 
harassment and aggression? 
7. How does the deprivation factor of staff/youth relationships contribute to the 
perception of safety and the experience of peer harassment and aggression? 
8. What role does staff play in protecting youth? 
9. Are youth who import a history of child welfare involvement or exposure to 
domestic violence into youth justice institutions, more likely to perceive the 
environment as Less Safe? 
9.1 Are youth who import a history of child welfare involvement or exposure to 
domestic violence into youth justice institutions, more likely to have 
experiences of peer harassment and aggression? 
10. What coping strategies do youth use to manage Less Safe youth justice 
environments? 
10.1 What coping strategies are used by youth who import a history of child 
welfare involvement or exposure to domestic violence manage Less Safe 
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youth justice environments? 
Operational Definitions 
Dependent Variable 
The youth's perception of safety and his experience of peer harassment and 
aggression in youth justice secure institutions are the dependent variables. The 
perception of safety was measured by two dichotomous variables (yes/no) indicative of 
the youth's feelings of safety. These questions were: do you feel that this facility is safe? 
and do you worry that you will be hurt while you are here? The youth's experience of 
violence was measured by 13 dichotomous variables (yes/no) which identified the 
youth's exposure directly and indirectly to peer aggression. Youth were asked if they 
had witnessed or experienced these types of peer harassment or aggression. These 
variables included sexual harassment or assault; verbal harassment based on sexual 
orientation, culture, race or the special needs of the youth; meals taken by the threat of 
force; canteen taken by the threat of force; fighting witnessed; fighting experienced; 
injuries sustained from fighting; group-on-one violence; threatened by a weapon and 
unwritten rules that promote the use of peer aggression. 
Independent Variables 
Both personal and family risk factors are identified as potential importation 
factors. Importation factors coded from the "life line" data are consistent with Moffitt's 
predictors of persistent behaviours (LCP) such as age of onset (i.e., age first charged with 
an offense, Moffitt, 1993). Other factors coded include previous history in the criminal 
justice system (Day, Bevc, Theodor, Rosenthal & Duchesne, 2008), which includes the 
number of prior incarcerations (Biggam & Power, 1999; McGee & Baker, 2002; 
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Paterline & Peterson, 1999). Other potential imported risk factors coded from the survey 
instrument relate to family structure and functioning and include: successive care-givers 
(yes/no), child welfare involvement (yes/no) and number of out-of-home placements 
(Farrington, 2000; Farrington & Loeber, 1999; Juby & Farrington, 2001; Lescheid et ah, 
2006; Moffitt, 1987). Both personal and family risk factors are identified as potential 
importation factors. This information, gathered from participants through the use of a 
"life line", helped youth recall placements, locations and duration of stay including time 
spent at home (Finlay, 2003). A review of the "life line" data determined that youth 
were forthcoming in providing information about youth justice and child welfare 
placements. There was, however, inconsistency in the provision of information about 
the stability of the relationship between the youth and the primary parent. That variable 
was therefore excluded from the analysis. Coding of all YPP data was completed by a 
research assistant under the supervision of the principal investigator. The relationship 
between personal and family risk factors that youth import into youth justice institutions 
and the perception of safety and experience of peer harassment and aggression was 
measured according to: 
• the length of time that the youth was in the youth justice system 
• the youth's involvement in the child welfare system 
The length of time that the youth was in the youth justice system was measured by: 
• age at time of first charge 
• total time in the study site 
• number of previous youth j ustice placements 
• total length of time in previous youth justice placements 
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Involvement in the child welfare system was measured by: 
• involvement in the child welfare system (yes/no) 
• number of out-of-home placements 
Information collected regarding child welfare status was confounded by the 
variations across provinces. Furthermore, young people were unclear or confused about 
their child welfare status, for example, whether they were crown wards or not. This lack 
of validity in the reporting of the youth's child welfare status led to the removal of this 
variable from the study. Youth, however, were very clear about their history in the child 
welfare system. They could recall the frequency and the nature of their placements. 
Deprivation factors related to staff/youth relationships were identified through a 
preliminary analysis of the data provided in the YPP. The literature review provided in 
Chapter 4 offered further insight into the importance of these relationships in protecting 
youth in institutional environments. This understanding assisted in the analysis of the 
narratives offered by youth participants. 
Similarly, the identification of coping strategies used by youth to manage Less 
Safe institutional environments provided in the YPP offered a useful framework for the 
understanding and analysis of the data. Literature related to coping strategies is limited 
and not specific to a youth population or youth justice settings (Chapter 3). 
Sample Selection 
A review of the seven data sets from the seven provinces participating in the YPP 
showed that a number of them had incomplete data. The data from two provinces were 
excluded because there was limited data for a qualitative analysis. Furthermore, one of 
these two sites had a small sample size which restricted meaningful analysis. An 
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additional provincial data set was excluded because of the variances reported in the use 
of the instrument, (i.e. questions amended or excluded) and data collection procedures 
(i.e. no recorder or interviews not conducted by an Advocate). 
The sample used for this study therefore consisted of the 93 youth interviewed in 
four sites across four provinces. As indicated earlier, due to a request for anonymity, the 
four provincial sites are identified as C, D, F and G. In two of the sites, the sample (n = 
17, n = 25), represented the entire population of youth in the institution. These two 
institutions were also the only secure custody institutions in the two provinces. Thus, 
these youth participants represented the entire population of incarcerated youth in a 
secure setting. In the other two sites, systematic random sampling took place. In one 
site, 25 youth were selected from a population of 120 youth and in the other site, 26 
youth were selected from a total count of 99 youth in that site. These two sites were the 
largest in each province. In one province, there were two secure custody institutions 
with a potential count of 200 youth in total and in the other province, there were four 
secure custody institutions with a potential count of 370 youth. Overall, the 93 youth 
participants were selected from a population size of 261 youth across four institutions in 
four provinces. 
Sites 
The research sites were secure custody facilities in four different provinces. 
Youth in conflict with the law are admitted to youth centers/secure custody facilities 
after a sentence has been adjudicated. The average length of time that youth had resided 
in the setting at the time of the interview was 5.7 months. This period in residence 
allows for the opportunity to deliver a variety of programs including education, 
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vocational activities, life skills, recreation, clinical, case management and community 
reintegration. These Youth Centers function separate and apart from the adult 
correctional system in terms of their administration, structure and operations. 
Participant Characteristics 
All youth who were selected in this study were males. The average age of their 
first charge was 13.3 years. Forty-five percent (45.2%) of the youth participants were 
age 12 when they received their first charge. All youth were between ages 16 and 19 
years at the time of the interview. 
Personal histories constructed through "life lines" provided important 
demographic background information and a context for the analysis of the interview 
data. Youth recollection of their life history was at times problematic, particularly if 
they had experienced numerous out-of-home placements. The average number of 
admissions to youth justice settings was 3.8. While all youth were in secure custody at 
the time of the interview, there was some variability across the four provinces in terms of 
the types of residential settings available to youth in conflict with the law. Each 
province had at least one secure custody facility, at least one open-custody setting that 
was a group home-like environment and a detention facility. Some provinces had 
probation foster homes as well. Following the completion of the "life line," the total 
time each youth participant had spent in youth justice settings was calculated. This 
calculation is an approximation because it was dependent on each youth's recall of 
placements and time spent at each placement. The average length of time that youth 
reported being incarcerated in their life time was 22.5 months. The range was 1-99 
months. Youth participants anticipated residing at the institution for an average of 10.2 
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months, with a range of 1 - 48 months. This was calculated by adding the time served at 
the time of the interview to the anticipated release date. Sentenced youth have a court-
ordered release date which assisted in the ability to calculate anticipated total stay 
accurately. 
Youth participants were asked about their involvement in the child welfare 
system. Child welfare involvement included wardship status, temporary care 
agreements, care by agreement and supervision orders. Forty-two percent (42.4%) of the 
youth participants reported having a history in the child welfare system and over one-
quarter of all youth participants (24.7%) reported current involvement in child welfare at 
the time of the interview. Among participants with a child welfare history, the majority 
(82.6%) had been placed in some form of out-of-home care (i.e., foster home, group 
home or outside paid institutions). The mean number of child welfare placements for 
youth participants with child welfare involvement was 2.7. The mean number of 
combined youth justice and child welfare placements was 5.4 with almost one-half 
(43.0%) of the sample having four or more placements during their youthful history. 
Data Analysis 
The mixed methods design consists of a two-phase sequence: quantitative 
followed by qualitative (Cresswell & Piano Clark, 2007; Gutmann & Hanson, 2003). In 
the initial study, quantitative and qualitative data collection was concurrent. In this 
study, the quantitative data were analyzed first to provide the framework for the 
qualitative analysis. The quantitative data provided a general understanding of the 
youth's perception of safety and experience of peer harassment and aggression. The 
analysis also identified and grouped Less Safe and Safer institutions according to youth 
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perception of safety and their experience of peer harassment and aggression. This 
grouping served as the framework for the qualitative analysis. Furthermore, 
demographic information collected from youth allowed for the quantitative analysis of 
importation factors and their influence on the perception of safety and experience of 
violence. Qualitative analysis refined and explained these findings through the 
exploration of youth participant views in more depth and in their own words. By 
analyzing the qualitative data second in the sequence of data analysis, it helped to 
explain and elaborate on the quantitative results. The mixed method design allowed for 
the triangulation of data in order to corroborate or disconfirm the findings across the two 
kinds of data. The data was merged to compare and contrast findings in the final stage of 
the interpretation and analysis (Figure 4.1). 
Quantitative Data Analysis 
Descriptive statistics including frequencies, percentages and measures of central 
tendency were used to report the results related to the dependent variables: perception of 
safety and experience of peer harassment and aggression. The relationship between the 
perception of safety and the reported experience of peer harassment and aggression was 
examined. The four sites were also examined to determine whether there was a 
relationship between the youth's perception of safety and the institution in which he 
resides and if there was a relationship between the youth's experience of peer harassment 
and aggression and the institutional site. Sites were clustered according to this analysis, 
which facilitated the ability to develop a deeper understanding of the experience and 
meaning of peer aggression by incarcerated youth through the qualitative analysis. The 
SPSS for Windows (version 8) statistical package was used for these analyses. The 
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Pearson's chi-square statistic was used to test for significant differences in the 
proportional distribution between the variables. 
Figure 4.1. Triangulation Design 
Quantitative Data Collection 
- structured questionnaire/ 
interview items 
Qualitative Data Collection 
- open-ended questionnaire/ 
interview items 
Quantitative Data Analysis I 
- dependent variable 
- groupings determined 
(Less Safe/Safer Institutions) 
Quantitative Results 
Qualitative Data Analysis I 
- grouped according to 
quantitative analysis 
- Less Safe/Safer Institutions 
- thematic analysis 
Quantitative Data Analysis II 
- groupings by demographics 
- child welfare involvement 
(independent variable) 
- youth justice involvement 
(independent variable) 
- cross tabulations 
independent + dependent 
variables 
Quantitative Results 
Qualitative Data Analysis II 
- grouped according to 
demographics and 
Less Safe/Safer Institutions 
- child welfare involvement 
- youth justice involvement 
- thematic analysis 
Interpret Qualitative Results 
T 
Validate Quantitative results with Qualitative Results 
T 
Interpretation of Quantitative and Qualitative Results 
7
 (Cresswell & Piano-Clark, 2007) 
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Demographic data related to the independent variables of youth participant 
involvement in the youth justice and child welfare systems were reported using 
descriptive statistics. Further analysis to test the strength of the relationship between the 
independent variables and the dependent variables was completed with the use of 
Pearson's chi-square, Mest and Levene's test for equality of variance. This analysis laid 
the foundation for the qualitative analysis. The importation variables of length of time 
and frequency of placement in the youth justice system were examined statistically 
through quantitative analysis. Based on that analysis, youth participants were grouped 
according to the amount of youth justice involvement and their narratives were explored 
based on that grouping. Youth justice placements were grouped above (4+) and at or 
below (< 3), the median number of placements (3). These groups were further 
subdivided into Less Safe and Safer institution types. Hence, there were four groups 
identified for analysis according to the amount of involvement in the youth justice 
system and type of institution: 
• <_3 placements (Less Safe institution) 
• 4+ placements (Less Safe institution) 
• <3 placements (Safer institution) 
• 4+ placements (Safer institution) 
In examining the distributions, over two-thirds (67.4%) of youth participants in the Less 
Safe institutions were currently from the child welfare system. This influenced the 
narratives of the youth participants regardless of the number of placements. For this 
reason, only two sets of narratives were examined qualitatively, those from the groups: 
<3 placements (Safer institutions) and 4+ placements (Safer institutions). 
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Again, based on the quantitative analysis, youth participants were also grouped 
according to their involvement in the child welfare system, that is, child welfare 
involvement or no child welfare involvement. These two groups of participants were 
further subdivided into those youth who resided in Less Safe or Safer institutions, hence 
four groups were identified for analysis as follows: 
• child welfare involvement (Less Safe institution) 
• no child welfare involvement (Less Safe institution) 
• child welfare involvement (Safer institution) 
• no child welfare involvement (Safer institution) 
Organization and Analysis of the Qualitative Data 
The findings of the quantitative analysis provide the framework for the 
organization of the qualitative analysis. The examination of the youth's perception of 
safety and his experience of peer harassment and aggression led to the identification and 
grouping of the data into two sets of sites: Less Safe and Safer. Based on this grouping, 
the qualitative analysis sought to develop a deeper understanding of the youth's lived 
experience in Less Safe and Safer institutions, and the meaning that they attached to peer 
aggression and their sense of safety. Narratives were also compared and contrasted 
across groupings according to the amount of involvement in the youth justice system and 
child welfare involvement. 
Thematic Analysis 
Data Preparation and Coding 
The primary objectives of qualitative analysis is to identify themes or patterns 
within data, cluster themes into more inclusive categories and confirm relationships 
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among the themes and categories as they inform the participants' worldview (Ezzy, 
2000). 
Coding, the process of identifying themes or concepts in data, systematically 
built a framework from the narratives of youth participants (Ezzy, 2000). All narrative 
components for each survey questionnaire were transcribed verbatim. In contrast to the 
initial analysis in the YPP, narratives were not organized, identified or restricted 
according to the question asked in the interview. Transcription represented the full 
collection of words from each youth participant. For example, the understanding and 
coding of a youth's perception of safety was not restricted to the two questions that 
addressed that issue directly. Codes about safety emerged from the entire narrative 
represented in the interview for each youth. 
Initially, the data were grouped by the type of institution: one set of narratives 
was from youth participants who were residing in Less Safe institutions and one set of 
narratives was from youth participants who were residing in Safer institutions at the time 
of the interview. These narratives were coded for themes, then compared and contrasted. 
Next, the four groupings described earlier, related to child welfare involvement and type 
of institution, and the two groupings described earlier, related to involvement in the 
youth justice system and Safer institutions were coded and analyzed consistent with the 
process used for the original two sets of narratives (Less Safe, Safer). This qualitative 
thematic analysis was facilitated through the use of the NVTVO computer package. 
Transcriptions were scrutinized, line by line, using the process of open coding. 
Terms used by youth participants to describe their experience became the in vivo codes. 
Open coding was completed with each set/grouping of narratives separately. Codes were 
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reviewed and when appropriate, were collapsed into themes. Some codes were 
integrated around a central theme. In the first instance, the two groupings (Less Safe, 
Safer) of codes/themes were compared and contrasted. Where similarities existed across 
sets, a theme was relabelled for consistency and clarity in reporting the findings. In 
comparing groupings, common themes and themes unique to each grouping emerged. 
To illustrate the intricate process of coding utilized in this study, the theme 
"avoid" positioned under the overarching theme of coping strategies, emerged from the 
narratives and serves as an example. 
In vivo codes regarding coping strategies clustered around one theme as follows: 
Less Safe Institutions Safer Institutions 
- just deal with it (7 references) - withdraw (13 references) 
- don't turn to anyone (24 references) - avoid (30 references) 
- avoid (19 references) - keep to self (37 references) 
- AWOL (7 references) - don't get attached (1 
reference) 
The term "avoid" appeared to be the most appropriate and most frequently referenced 
term as coded in vivo and appeared as a coping strategy in both the Less Safe and Safer 
institutions. 
Use of Quotes 
The determination of which quotes to use in the reporting and analysis of the 
findings was based on whether the quote offered a typical representation of the theme, it 
was particularly unique or it was exemplar in illustrating the theme (Ezzy, 2000, p. 149). 
Use of Self as the Researcher 
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One's own analytical and theoretical lens shapes and frames the development of 
each phase of the research process and the interpretation of the information, data and 
narratives gathered throughout that process (Mason, 1996). As the Child Advocate for 
the Province of Ontario for 16 years, I spoke to literally thousands of youth about their 
lived experience in the child welfare and youth justice systems. My passionate 
promotion of youth rights, voice and meaningful participation gave me a trusted role 
with young people. This compelling duty strengthened my resolve to honour their 
voices. Furthermore, the breadth and depth of my frontline experience with the child and 
youth service systems offered me insight into the nature, complexity and quality of 
programs throughout the province and Canada. Also, my unwavering position regarding 
issues of social justice gave me credibility and authority with my colleagues and the 
politicians and bureaucrats who I challenged to act responsibly. Finally, my thirty years 
as a clinician offered me maturity, insight and sensitivity to the impact of trauma on the 
lives of children and families. These experiences uniquely position me to undertake this 
critical analysis. 
The background to this study provides an important contextual understanding of 
the analysis. In 2002, in a community forum in Ontario specific to peer violence, a 
young person spoke out about the level of aggression in youth custodial settings. He 
described his frustration at having to defend himself against "soldiers" sent by other 
youth to assault him during his period of incarceration. In response, over the next 15 
months, I and other Advocates from the Child Advocate's Office interviewed 380 youth 
in secure settings across the province. The majority expressed concern about peer 
violence. In fact, key informant youth challenged me as the Child Advocate to take 
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action on this issue and confront both the acceptance of peer violence as an inevitable 
part of prison life and the secrecy that surrounds it. 
Two parallel processes were evoked in response to this challenge. First, a 
roundtable of Child Advocates, Ombudspersons and Commissions from across the 
country, were invited to Toronto to discuss common themes and issues related to the 
experience of youth in secure custody facilities. The YPP evolved from that discussion. 
Secondly, as the Child Advocate, I was compelled to respond in a manner that would 
lead youth to trust, that by speaking out, they could in fact influence change. With my 
support, a group of youth facilitators, who were youth themselves, collected the voices of 
young people about violence in communities throughout the province over the period of 
a year. The message that they brought forward to me at the end of their study was that 
"family violence leads to institutional violence". What youth learn in their homes is 
essentially perpetuated in the institutions where they go to school, where they live if they 
are in care or custody or by police on the streets. They created a report about their 
experience, Just Listen to Me (Ma, 2005), submitted it to members of the Legislative 
Assembly during the sitting of the House and presented it on the stairs of Queen's Park 
at their press conference. The process continued with ongoing youth-led focus groups, 
which expanded across the country and included the collection of children's artwork 
about their experience of violence. A second report was presented to the Independent 
Expert for the United Nations Secretary General's Study on Violence at the United 
Nations in New York in October, 2006. These parallel processes of listening to and 
promoting meaningful responses to youths' experience of violence had driven my 
interest in the development of this study: Keeping Kids Safe. 
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The specific impact of my roles as Child Advocate, clinician and academic on 
this study has been multifaceted. My role as Child Advocate offered access to youth in 
youth justice secure settings. Child Advocates across the country, due to their positions 
of authority, had the ability to influence governments and institutions to allow the youth 
to participate in this study which otherwise may not have been possible. As the senior 
Child Advocate and member of the Canadian Council of Provincial Child and Youth 
Advocates, I was able to enlist the participation of my peers from across the country. 
The research protocol and ethical guidelines developed by the CCPCYA for the YPP laid 
the foundation for the study. Furthermore, my recent role as an academic has offered 
methodological and analytical rigor to the study. 
As Child Advocates, the demographic information gathered by Advocates was 
restricted. Advocates are not obliged to ask, nor were they interested in the criminal 
activity that led to a young person's incarceration. Similarly, Advocates do not probe 
about family circumstances. The collection of this type of information is beyond the 
scope of their role and mandate and may serve as a breach of trust in their relationships 
with young people. 
My clinical background guided me in the development and introduction of the 
"life line" which was a crucial link between a youth's predisposition and their perception 
and experience of safety in youth justice secure settings. 
Finally, and most importantly, the process of hearing and embracing powerful 
narratives from young people over the past 16 years has been cumulative. These have 
breathed life into my analysis and worldview. Reliability and tmstworthiness were 
examined through this lens. 
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Limitations 
Whereas a mixed methods approach was useful in validating the data through 
triangulation, there were a number of limitations in the YPP that are noteworthy and may 
have affected the trustworthiness of the survey data and the analysis provided in this 
study. 
Quantitative Data 
There was a lack of information about context and offence types for each youth 
participant. Family background and significant life events were also not included as part 
of the survey questionnaire. This additional demographic information may have further 
illuminated the findings with regard to risk factors imported by youth into youth justice 
settings. More specifically, there was data collected and analysed that was related to 
documented child welfare involvement. Data was not collected however related to youth 
who may have had similar experiences related to child maltreatment but were not 
formally part of the child welfare system. The analysis would have been richer had 
information related to child maltreatment and exposure to domestic violence been 
collected systematically from all youth participants. 
There was a lack of information about sites due to the requirement of anonymity. 
This restricted the ability to interpret findings based on institutional mandates, 
philosophies and cultures which would have assisted in understanding the youth's 
perception and experience of safety in the institutional context. This lack of information 
curtailed the ability to draw meaningful conclusions about institutional management and 
the safety of youth. 
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There were provincial variations to methodology which necessitated site 
exclusion in this study. The ability to include data from more provinces may have 
demonstrated regional variations worth further exploration. The small sample size for 
each province was sufficient for the qualitative analysis but restricted the ability to 
generalize the findings within or across provinces. Furthermore, the sample size for each 
province was not proportionate to the size of the population of incarcerated youth in each 
province. This further influenced the reliability of the data. 
Qualitative Data 
Each province designated an Advocate and a note-taker to conduct the interviews 
in their province. This created variability across sites in interview styles and 
consequently, the depth of the narrative information collected. Data from two sites were 
excluded due to the limited information provided by youth participants. Furthermore, 
youth participants in youth justice custodial settings are often not forthcoming due to 
fears of reprisals or negative peer attention. Although safeguards were put in place to 
control and monitor for this, the narratives of some participants were not very detailed. 
Finally, there is no opportunity for member-checking or peer review due to the need for 
absolute anonymity of incarcerated youth. 
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CHAPTER 5 
QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 
Less Safe and Safer Institutions 
In order to understand the relationship between youth's perception of safety in 
youth justice institutions and their reported experience of peer harassment and aggression 
within those institutions, these two concepts were operationalized as follows. The 
perception of safety was measured by two dichotomous variables (yes/no) which are 
indicative of the youth's feeling of safety. These are "feeling safe" and "fear of being 
hurt". The youth's experience of violence was measured by 13 dichotomous variables 
(yes/no) which identified the youth's exposure directly and indirectly to peer aggression. 
These variables include sexual harassment or assault, verbal harassment based on sexual 
orientation, culture, race or the special needs of the youth, meals taken by the threat of 
force, canteen taken by the threat of force, fighting witnessed, fighting experienced, 
injuries sustained from fighting, group-on-one violence, threatened by a weapon and 
unwritten rules which promote a prison subculture. Youth residing in youth justice 
institutions are reticent to disclose their own victimization by peers due to fear of 
retribution or reprisals. A youth may be embarrassed by this type of disclosure due to 
the humiliating nature of the violence and the circumstances surrounding the incidents 
(Finlay, 2006). Youth, however, will openly discuss incidents of harassment and direct 
aggression that they have witnessed within the institution. On some occasions, youth 
will openly describe episodes of peer aggression and violence in which they were the 
perpetrator. For these reasons, information about their direct and indirect experiences of 
peer violence were sought from youth participants and analyzed herein. 
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A cross-province comparative analysis was conducted among the four sites 
identified as provinces C, D, F and G. Each institution is affiliated with one of these four 
provinces. The 15 variables related to the perception and experience of safety by youth 
participants in each of the four institutions is illustrated in Table 5.1. There is a 
significant association between the youth's feelings of safety and the institution x2 (1) = 
17.73, p<. 000. 
The four institutions were subdivided and grouped according to feelings of safety 
with institutions C and F and institutions D and G clustering with similar results. Further 
examination of the data in Table 5.1 confirms the clustering of the institutions as 
described. When institutions C and F were grouped, they scored above the mean score 
on 14 variables. This was in contrast to institutions D and G, which when grouped, 
scored above the mean score on only two variables, feeling safe and witnessing fighting, 
(Table 5.2). By linking youth perception of safety (feeling safe) with scores related to 
direct or indirect experience of peer aggression (Table 5.1 and Table 5.2), institutions 
were identified by type: C and F institutions were categorized as the Less Safe type of 
institution and D and G institutions were categorized as the Safer type institutions. 
These two distinctive groupings are utilized to compare and contrast youth participant 
responses according to their perception and experiences of safety. Further analysis 
validated the distinction between these two groups. There is a statistically significant 
association between institution type (Less Safe, Safer) and the youth's feeling of safety 
x
2
 (1) = 11.56, p < 000. However, there was not a significant relationship between the 
institution type and fear of being hurt {x2 (1) = 1.75, p < .15). Although this is one of 
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two variables that represent youth perception of safety in the institution, there was no 
relationship established. 
Youth who did not feel safe had their perception reinforced by their experience of 
peer aggression within the institution. Sexual harassment or assault, threatening with a 
weapon, group-on-one fighting and harassment of youth based on their special needs are 
the most serious forms of aggression based on their level of dangerousness or deleterious 
impact on the victim (Finlay, 2006). There was a significant association between these 
forms of aggression (i.e. sexual harassment/assault; threatened by a weapon; group-on-
one fighting; harassment based on special needs) and the type of institution (Table 5.3). 
There was more evidence of the use of these extreme forms of peer aggression in the 
Less Safe institutions in contrast to Safer institutions. Although institution G scored 
higher than the mean score for witnessing and experiencing fighting and injuries, overall 
there was no significant association between the less extreme forms of peer aggression 
witnessed or experienced by youth and the type of institution. With further analysis, 
confounding results were discovered. Each youth participant was scored according to 
the number of forms of peer harassment and aggression he had witnessed or experienced 
within the institution with a possible high score of 12. The category, unwritten rules, 
was not included in the scoring because it cannot be categorized as a form of aggression. 
The mean score for all youth participants was 5.41, forms of harassment and aggression 
witnessed or experienced. The level of experience with the forms of harassment and 
aggression was identified as high if the score was above the mean (6 +) and low if the 
score was below the mean (< 5). As expected, there was a significant association 
between the level of experience (High, Low) and the feeling of safety within the 
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institution, x2 (1) = 10.88,/? < .001. Unexpected, however, was that the greater the 
number of forms of peer aggression experienced by youth participants, the more likely 
they are to feel safe within the institution (Table 5.4). Similarly, there was a significant 
relationship between the level of experience (High, Low) and the institution type, x2 (1) 
= 6.56, p < .009. Youth participants reported witnessing or experiencing fewer forms of 
peer harassment and aggression when they resided in Less Safe institutions (Table 5.5). 
Hence, the greater the experience of peer harassment and aggression described by youth, 
the safer the youth felt and the more likely he resided in a Safer institution. These 
findings are related to the range of peer harassment and aggression to which the youth 
was exposed as opposed to the frequency of exposure to each form of harassment and 
aggression. This is consistent with the earlier discussion about the association between 
the four extreme forms of peer aggression and Less Safe institutions. 
Involvement in the Youth Justice System 
During the interview process, each youth was asked to construct, from memory, a 
life history beginning with his current location in the secure custody facility where the 
interview took place, moving backwards. These "life lines" were created by the youth 
with some assistance from the interviewer (prompting/clarifying) to help them recall 
placements, location, and duration of stay (Finlay, 2003). These personal histories 
provided important demographic background information and a context for the analysis 
of the interview data. Youth recollection of their life history was at times problematic, 
particularly if they had experienced numerous out-of-home placements. The average age 
of their first charge was 13.3 years. This did not vary across institution types. 
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Table 5.1 
Youth Perception and Experience of Safety in the Institutional Environment 
Institution ; (# ) 
C 
% 
' ' ( # ) ' • 
D 
% (#)' 
F 
' • • ' % (#) 
G '••,>. 
% 
Mean Score 
Perception of Safety (yes/no) 
1 Feel Safe (yes) 
2 Fear of Being 
Hurt (yes) 
Experience/Witnes 
3 Sexual 
Harassment (yes) 
Verbal Harassment: 
4 Sexual 
Orientation (yes) 
5 Culture (yes) 
6 Race (yes) 
7 Special Needs 
(yes) 
8 Canteen Items 
Taken (yes) 
9 Meals Taken 
(yes) 
10 Fighting Witness 
(yes) 
11 Fighting 
Experienced 
(yes) 
12 Injuries (yes) 
13 Group Violence 
(yes) 
14 Weapons (yes) 
15 Unwritten Rules 
(yes) 
(15) 
(10) 
60.0% 
40.0% 
>s (yes/no) 
(15) 
(20) 
(10) 
(18) 
(16) 
(14) 
(9) 
(19) 
(15) 
(14) 
(12) 
(12) 
(25) 
60.0% 
80.0% 
40.0% 
72.0% 
64.0% 
56.0% 
36.0% 
76.0% 
60.0% 
58.3% 
48.0% 
48.0% 
100.0% 
(26) 
(4) 
(3) 
(15) 
(7) 
(16) 
(8) 
(15) 
(6) 
(21) 
(11) 
(10) 
(3) 
(5) 
(17) 
100.0% 
14.6% 
12.0% 
60.0% 
30.4% 
61.5% 
32.0% 
62.5% 
25.0% 
91.3% 
44.0% 
40.0% 
13.0% 
20.8% 
68.0% 
(21) 
(4) 
(10) 
(17) 
(7) 
(15) 
(12) 
(15) 
(6) 
(21) 
(17) 
(18) 
(10) 
(15) 
(16) 
84.0% 
17.4% 
40.0% 
68.0% 
28.0% 
60.0% 
48.0% 
60.0% 
24.0% 
84.0% 
68.0% 
78.3% 
40.0% 
60.0% 
64.0% 
(15) 
(2) 
(2) 
(8) 
(3) 
(8) 
(5) 
(6) 
(3) 
(15) 
(13) 
(12) 
(5) 
(10) 
(10) 
93.7% 
12.5% 
12.5% 
47.1% 
17.6% 
47.1% 
29.4% 
35.3% 
17.6% 
88.2% 
76.5% 
70.6% 
29.4% 
58.8% 
58.8% 
84.4% 
21.1% 
31.1% 
63.8% 
29.0% 
60.2% 
43.4% 
53.5% 
25.7% 
84.9% 
62.1% 
61.8% 
32.6% 
46.9% 
72.7% 
1. n's = C (25), D (26), F (25), G (16) 
2. n's = C (25), D (26), F (23), G (16) 
3. n's = C (25), D (25), F (25), G (16) 
4. n's = C (25), D (25), F (25), G (17) 
5. n's = C (25), D (23), F (25), G (17) 
6. n's = C (25), D (26), F (25), G (17) 
7. n's = C (25), D (25), F (25), G (17) 
8. n's = C (25), D (24), F (25), G (17) 
9. n's = C (25), D (24), F (25), G (17) 
10. n's = C (25), D (23), F (25), G (17) 
11. n's = C (25), D (25), F (25), G (17) 
12. n's = C (24), D (25), F (23), G (17) 
13. n's = C (25), D (23), F (25), G (17) 
14. n's = C (25), D (24), F (25), G (17) 
15. n's = C (25), D (25), F (25), G (17) 
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Table 5.2 
Youth Perception of Safety and Experience of Peer Aggression According to the Type of 
Institution 
Less Safe 
C & F 
Mean Score 
: (#) % 
Safer 
D & G 
Mean Score 
; (#) %: 
Total Mean 
Score 
Score Above 
Mean 
C & F 
Score Above 
Mean 
D & G 
Perception of Safety (yes/no) 
Feel Safe (yes) 
Fear of Being 
Hurt (yes) 
(36) 72.0% 
(14) 28.7% 
(41) 96.9% 
(6) 14.0% 
84.4% 
21.1% + 
+ 
Experience/Witness (yes/no) 
Sexual 
Harassment (yes) 
Verbal Harassment: 
Sexual 
Orientation (yes) 
Culture (yes) 
Race (yes) 
Special Needs (yes) 
Canteen Items 
Taken (yes) 
Meals Taken (yes) 
Fighting Witness 
(yes) 
Fighting 
Experienced (yes) 
Injuries (yes) 
Group Violence 
(yes) 
Weapons (yes) 
Unwritten Rules 
(yes) 
(25) 50.0% 
(37) 74.0% 
(17) 34.0% 
(33) 66.0% 
(28) 56.0% 
(29) 58.0% 
(15) 30.0% 
(40) 80.0% 
(32) 64.0% 
(32) 68.3% 
(22) 44.0% 
(27) 54.0% 
(41) 82.0% 
(5) 12.3% 
(23) 53.6% 
(10) 24.0% 
(24) 54.3% 
(13) 30.7% 
(21) 48.9% 
(9) 21.3% 
(36) 89.8% 
(24) 60.3% 
(22) 55.3% 
(8) 21.2% 
(15) 39.8% 
(27) 63.4% 
31.1% 
63.8% 
29.0% 
60.2% 
43.4% 
53.5% 
25.7% 
84.9% 
62.1% 
61.8% 
32.6% 
46.9% 
72.7% 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
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Forty-five percent (45.2%) of the youth participants were indeed, age 12 when 
they received their first charge. All youth were between ages 16 and 19 years at the time 
of the interview. The average number of admissions to youth justice settings was 3.84 
per youth participant. There was some variability across the four provinces in terms of 
the types of residential settings available to youth in conflict with the law. Each 
province had at least one secure custody facility, at least one open-custody setting which 
was a group home-like environment and a detention facility. Some provinces had 
probation foster homes as well. Following the completion of the "life line", the total 
time each youth participant had spent in youth justice settings was calculated. This 
calculation is simply an approximation because it was dependent on each youth's recall 
of placements and time spent at each placement. 
The average length of time that youth participants reported being incarcerated in 
their life time was 22.47 months. The range was 1-99 months. Youth justice 
placements were grouped above (4+) and at or below (< 3) the median number of 
placements (3). There was a significant association between the number of placements 
in youth justice settings (< 3; 4+) and the type of institution x2 (1) = 15.55,/* > .000. 
The fewer number of placements, the more likely the youth participant was in a Less 
Safe institution (Table 5.6). This can be interpreted as, the less experience the youth has 
in the youth justice system, the more likely he is to identify the institution as Less Safe. 
The average time that youth participants had resided in the particular setting at the time 
of the interview was 5.71 months. The amount of time that the youth resided in the 
setting was grouped according to intervals of months. The intervals were zero to two 
months, three to six months and seven or more months. In secure custody, these 
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intervals are relevant with approximately one-third of youth having a short term sentence 
of less than two months. Up to six months is considered a moderate term sentence and 
sentences are considered long-term if they are more than six months in length (Finlay & 
Cooke, 2007). The length of time in the setting was not associated significantly with the 
youth's feelings of being safe (t (88) = .448, p > .05) or his fear of being hurt (t (88) = -
.846, p > .05). Hence, whether the youth participant was incarcerated for a short, 
moderate or long term in the institution, did not influence his perception of safety. 
Furthermore, the length of time that the youth had been in the setting did not influence 
his experience of the range of forms of peer aggression (t (84) = 1.886, p > .05). Finally, 
each youth's anticipated total stay was calculated by adding the time served at the time 
of the interview to the release date. Sentenced youth have a court ordered release date 
which assisted in the ability to calculate anticipated total stay accurately. The mean 
number of months each youth participant anticipated residing at the institution was 10.21 
months with a range of 1 - 48 months. The median was six (6) months. The data was 
grouped above and below the median with shorter term periods of stay being less than or 
equal to six (< 6) months and longer anticipated periods of incarceration at the institution 
of seven or more (7+) months. There was a significant association between the 
anticipated length of stay and experience with the range of forms of peer aggression (x2 
(1) = \0.07,p > .001). The longer the anticipated length of stay, the fewer number of 
forms of peer harassment and aggression experienced as reported by youth participants 
(Table 5.7). 
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Table 5.3 
Type of Institution by Form of Peer Aggression 
Form of Peer 
Aggression 
Sexual 
Harassment/Assault 
Threatened by a 
Weapon 
Group-on-one 
Fighting 
Harassment Based 
on Special Needs 
Institution Type 
Less Safe 
(n) 
yes 25(51.02) 
no 24 (48.98) 
yes 28 (56.00) 
no 22 (44.00) 
yes 22 (44.00) 
no 28 (56.00) 
yes 29 (58.00) 
no 21 (42.00) 
Safer 
(n) 
yes 5 (12.20) 
no 36 (87.80) 
yes 15(35.71) 
no 27(64.29) 
yes 9 (22.50) 
no 31 (77.50) 
yes 13(30.95) 
no 29(69.05) 
X2 
15.14 
3.77 
4.55 
6.73 
P 
<.000 
<.04 
<.03 
<.008 
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Table 5.4 
Experience of Peer Aggression by Feelings of Safety 
Feel Safe 
No 
% Within Feel Safe 
% Within Experience 
Yes 
% Within Feel Safe 
% Within Experience 
Total 
% Within Feel Safe 
% Within Experience 
Experience 
Low Exposure 
<5 Forms of Peer 
Aggression 
12 
85.7% 
30.0% 
28 
37.8% 
70.0% 
40 
45.5% 
100.0% 
High Exposure 
6+Forms of Peer 
Aggression 
2 
14.3% 
4.2% 
46 
62.2% 
95.8% 
48 
54.5% 
100.0% 
Total 
14 
100.0% 
15.9% 
74 
100.0% 
84.1% 
88 
100.0% 
100.0% 
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Table 5.5 
Experience of Peer Aggression by Institution Type 
Institution Type 
Less Safe 
% Within Institution 
Type 
% Within Experience 
Safer 
% Within Institution 
Type 
% Within Experience 
Total 
% Within Institution 
Type 
% Within Experience 
Experience 
Low Exposure 
< 5 Forms of Peer 
Aggression 
28 
57.1% 
70.0% 
12 
30.0% 
30.0% 
40 
44.9% 
100.0% 
High Exposure 
6+Forms of Peer 
Aggression 
21 
42.9% 
42.9% 
28 
70.0% 
57.1% 
49 
55.1% 
100.0% 
Total 
49 
100.0% 
55.1% 
40 
100.0% 
44.9% 
89 
100.0% 
100.0% 
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In summary, youth participants entered the youth justice system at a young age 
with multiple admissions and almost two years of accumulated time incarcerated in 
youth justice settings. Indeed, on average, youth participants had resided almost six 
months in the secure custody facility in which the interview took place. However, the 
amount of time in that institution did not influence their perception of safety or 
experience of peer aggression. The less the experience the youth had overall in the 
system, however, measured by the number of placements, the more likely he felt that he 
was residing in a Less Safe setting. Concomitantly, the longer the anticipated sentence, 
the less experience youth had with the various forms of peer aggression. It appears that 
the more experience the youth has in the youth justice environment, even in anticipation 
of a longer sentence, the less at risk he feels in terms of his own safety as related to peer 
aggression. 
Involvement in the Child Welfare System 
To summarize from the previous discussion, males exposed to domestic violence, 
on average, exhibit more adjustment difficulties such as externalizing behaviours 
(aggressive acting- out), internalizing difficulties (fearful behaviour) and relational 
difficulties (poor conflict-resolution, vulnerability to victimization and perpetration of 
violence) (Jewirtz & Edleson, 2007; Kaplow & Spatz Widom, 2007; Herrenkohl et al., 
2008). These antisocial and aggressive behaviours put youth at risk of entry into the 
youth justice system (Sprague & Walker, 2000). Concomitantly, youth who are victims 
of child maltreatment by family members are at increased risk of engaging in aggressive 
behaviours (Jonson-Reid, 1998; Ryan et al, 2007) and of developing internalizing 
symptomology and insecure attachments (Lansford et al., 2007). 
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Table 5.6 
Youth Justice Placement by Institution Type 
Youth Justice 
Placements 
< 3 
% Within Placements 
% Within Institution 
Type 
4+ 
% Within Placements 
% Within Institution 
Type 
Total 
% Within Placements 
% Within Institution 
Type 
Institution Type 
Less Safe 
40 
69.0% 
81.6% 
9 
26.5% 
18.4% 
49 
53.3% 
100.0% 
Safer 
18 
31.0% 
41.9% 
25 
73.5% 
58.1% 
43 
46.7% 
100.0% 
Total 
58 
100.0% 
63.0% 
34 
100.0% 
37.0% 
92 
100.0% 
100.0% 
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Table 5.7 
Total Anticipated Time in this Setting by Experience of Peer Aggression 
Total Anticipated 
Months In This Youth 
Justice Setting 
< 6 Months 
% Within Total Months 
In This Setting 
% Within Forms of 
Aggression 
7+ 
% Within Total Months 
In This Setting 
% Within Forms of 
Aggression 
Total 
% Within Total Months 
In This Setting 
% Within Forms of 
Aggression 
Experience of Peer Aggression 
<6 Forms of Aggression 
13 
28.3% 
33.3% 
26 
61.9% 
66.7% 
39 
44.3% 
100.0% 
6+ Forms of Aggression 
33 
71.7% 
67.3% 
16 
38.1% 
32.7% 
49 
55.7% 
100.0% 
*Total 
46 
100.0% 
52.3% 
42 
100.0% 
47.7% 
88 
100.0% 
100.0% 
* Total Anticipated Time = Time Served + Release Date 
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Of significance to this study, is evidence which confirms the co-occurrence of 
child maltreatment and exposure to domestic violence (Gewirtz & Edelson, 2007). The 
compounding effects of the two are deemed a "double whammy" (Herrenkohl et al., 
2008, p. 90). There are direct links between both child maltreatment and exposure to 
domestic violence and later conflict problems which include some form of recurrent 
aggression and in some cases, perpetration of violence (Herrenkohl et al., 2008). These 
risk factors generate pathways into the youth justice system (Sprague & Walker, 2000). 
One-half of the youth participants in this study (51.1%) had a history of 
involvement in the child welfare system. In most cases, entry into the child welfare 
system presupposes some form of maltreatment. Therefore, in all likelihood, the youth 
participants in this study with involvement in the child welfare system had a history of 
child maltreatment that was reported, investigated and resulted in child welfare 
intervention services. Youth participants in this study with no reported history of child 
welfare involvement may, nonetheless, have a background of exposure to domestic 
violence or child maltreatment that went unreported, was suspected but not substantiated 
or investigated with no subsequent child welfare intervention or service. Jonson-Reid & 
Barth (2000) reported that youth who received child welfare services beyond the 
investigation were not significantly more likely to become incarcerated than those youth 
whose cases were investigated but not opened for service (p. 515). It is safe to assume 
that the majority of youth participants in this study had a history of exposure to domestic 
violence or child maltreatment or a combination of both. 
There was a significant association between involvement in the child welfare 
system and the type of institution, x2 (1) = 14.19,/? < .000. Youth participants who had 
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a history in the child welfare system were more likely to report being in Less Safe 
institutions at the time of the interview (Table 5.8). Furthermore, if youth participants 
had ever been placed in out-of-home child welfare care, they were more likely to report 
being in a Less Safe institution x2 (1) = 3.82,/? < .045. 
The majority of youth participants (68.0%) in Less Safe institutions had a child 
welfare background (Table 5.8). In fact, almost three-quarters (73.9%) of youth 
participants who were child welfare involved, were residing in what were described as 
Less Safe institutions. There was no significant relationship, however, between child 
welfare involvement and the perception of safety. If youth participants had involvement 
in the child welfare system, which may or may not include an out-of-home placement, 
they did not report feeling less safe or having a fear of being hurt any more frequently 
than their non-child welfare involved peers. Furthermore, the level of involvement in the 
child welfare system identified by the number of placements did not have a significant 
impact on the perception of safety, t (89) = 4.067, p > .05 (Table 5.9). With regard to the 
youth's experience with the forms of peer aggression, there was no significant 
association between experience of peer aggression (High, Low) and the youth 
participant's history of involvement in the child welfare system (yes/no) (x2 (1) = 2.256, 
p < .099). 
Summary of Key Results 
In distinguishing the types of institutions, youth had more exposure in Less Safe 
institutions to the more severe forms of peer aggression. Nonetheless, in the Safer 
institutions, there was more disclosure about a broader range of peer aggression. It 
appears that the more exposure that a youth had to youth justice institutions, the less he 
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feared for his own safety. Proportionately more youth participants who reported being in 
Less Safe institutions had a history of involvement in the child welfare system. Their 
perception of safety and experience of peer aggression however, were no different than 
their non-child welfare involved peers. 
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Table 5.8 
Involvement in the Child Welfare System by Institution Type 
Involvement in Child 
Welfare System 
Yes 
% Within CW 
Involvement 
% Within Institution 
Type 
% of Total 
No 
% Within CW 
Involvement 
% Within Institution 
Type 
% of Total 
Total 
% Within CW 
Involvement 
% Within Institution 
Type 
% of Total 
Institution Type 
Less Safe 
34 
73.9% 
68.0% 
37.0% 
16 
34.8% 
32.0% 
17.4% 
50 
54.3% 
100.0% 
54.3% 
Safer 
12 
26.1% 
28.6% 
13.0% 
30 
65.2% 
71.4% 
32.6% 
42 
45.7% 
100.0% 
45.7% 
Total 
46 
100.0% 
50.0% 
50.0% 
46 
100.0% 
50.0% 
50.0% 
92 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
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Table 5.9 
Number of Child Welfare Placements by Feel Safe 
Child Welfare 
Placements 
0 Placements 
% Within CW 
Placements 
% Within Feel Safe 
1 or 2 Placements 
% Within CW 
Placements 
% Within Feel Safe 
3 or More Placements 
% Within CW 
Placements 
% Within Feel Safe 
Total 
% Within CW 
Placements 
% Within Feel Safe 
Feel Safe 
No 
1 
12.5% 
7.7% 
5 
21.7% 
38.5% 
7 
46.7% 
53.8% 
13 
28.3% 
100.0% 
Yes 
7 
87.5% 
21.2% 
18 
78.3% 
54.5% 
8 
53.3% 
24.2% 
33 
71.7% 
100.0% 
Total 
8 
100.0% 
17.4% 
23 
100.0% 
50.0% 
15 
100.0% 
32.6% 
46 
100.0% 
100.0% 
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CHAPTER 6 
QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
The primary objective of the qualitative analysis herein is to develop a deeper 
understanding of the experience and meaning of peer aggression by incarcerated youth in 
youth justice institutions that was identified in the quantitative analysis. 
Two separate groups of participants were identified according to their perception 
of safety at the institutional site in which they resided. One set of sites was perceived 
and experienced by participants as "Less Safe" and one set of sites was perceived as 
"Safer". Qualitative analysis according to these two groupings took place for 
comparison. Further, comparative thematic analysis was undertaken according to 
participant involvement in the child welfare system and the amount of the participant 
involvement in the youth justice system. 
The focus of the study, peer aggression, was divided into the two categories: 
participant perception of safety within the institutional environment and reported 
evidence of peer harassment and aggression by participants. In the preliminary analysis 
of the data, two overarching themes emerged; coping strategies used by youth to mediate 
the impact of peer aggression and the role of staff in protecting youth. These 
overarching themes were subsequently confirmed in a review of the literature . The 
overarching themes were further divided into themes. Under the overarching theme of 
coping strategies, the following themes emerged; avoid, get tough, turn to staff, 
minimize and compliance. The category of compliance further divided into the 
subthemes of unwritten rules, peer and institutional expectations. The second 
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overarching theme, the role of staff in protecting youth, subdivided into the following 
themes; staff vigilance, staff intervention, and youth engagement practices. The theme 
of staff intervention subdivided into subthemes: warning, decision to escalate and 
intrusive measures. The theme of staff/youth engagement practices was further divided 
into the subthemes of recreational activities, program activities, relational features of 
staff and the use of power and control tactics by staff (Figure 6.1). 
In the following, each of these categories, overarching themes, themes and 
subthemes will be analyzed and explored in relation to the connections within and 
between themes and subthemes and within and across groups. Quotes from youth 
participants were selected due to their representation of the intent and meaning of each 
theme that emerged during the analysis. All quotes taken from participant interviews 
were recorded verbatim. No attempt was made to correct grammar or sentence structure 
so that the intended meaning was not altered. 
Analysis across "Less Safe" and "Safer" Institutions 
A. Perceived and Reported Evidence of Safety 
Perception of Safety 
There is evidence that there is a relationship between vicarious victimization and 
the fear of being victimized in youth justice institutions (McCorkle, 1992; Maitland & 
Sluder, 1996; Edgar & O'Donnell, 1999; Gover & Layton MacKenzie, 2003). When 
asked directly about the fear of being hurt, a small proportion of the youth participants in 
both the Less Safe (28.5%) and the Safer (14%) institutions answered affirmatively (yes) 
to this question. Subsequently, when asked directly if they "felt safe", the majority of 
youth responded affirmatively with a higher proportion of the participants in the Safer 
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institutions (97.0%) than the Less Safe institutions (72.0%), stating directly (yes) that 
they felt safe. Verbatim passages from participants in the Less Safe institutions made no 
reference to feeling safe. These participants reported being afraid and expressed 
concerns that victimization was inevitable and there was no protection or escape. 
Youth participants expressed: 
> nothing can be done. If someone wants to get you, there is always a way 
> if lots of groups want to jump you, you have no chance before staff help you 
> just worry about myself 
> / don't want to get hurt or anything 
> fear of getting hurt 
Youth described being particularly fearful at the time of admission and until they had 
adapted to the environment and were clear about the expectations of them. 
> if it's your first time here, I don't think you could feel safe 
> was hurt when I first came in. I look over my shoulder in the shower 
>• it depends on who you are, how you act, if you are mouthy, you might get 
punched out, best off to know your layout before you start screwing around 
> might say to new kid, you owe me your noodle just to see if they can get 
something out of you, how soft you are or hard 
In contrast, the majority of youth in the Safer group talked about feeling very safe 
and not worrying about their personal safety. These institutional settings were 
predominantly characterized by feelings of safety as described by youth: 
> it's like heaven 
> this is the safest place I've been 
> / don't think it can be safer than this 
> / don't worry that I will be hurt 
y I have no fears here 
Reported Evidence of Direct Aggression and Harassment 
Direct Aggression. 
Evidence of direct aggression such as witnessing and experiencing fights, 
Injuries sustained in fights, availability of weapons, and the taking of possessions 
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from youth by other youth by intimidation, coercion or force was characterized 
differently between the two groups. The youth from institutions perceived as Less Safe 
gave graphic descriptions of fights and injuries sustained and referred to their own active 
participation. Peer aggression, due to its frequency appeared to have become a common 
occurrence that residents of these institutions had come to expect and endure. 
Youth reported more direct experience or witnessing of peer aggression in Less 
Safe Institutions. As reported earlier, there were proportionately more youth in this 
group who had witnessed or experienced violence, observed or experienced injuries 
subsequent to a fight and had observed youth brandishing weapons or being threatened 
with a weapon. They offered examples of fights as illustrated in the passages below: 
> anywhere, as soon as you are out of cell 
> hurt my knee when i was slammed 
> someone was beat up bad 
> everyday fights in the cottage 
> participated in a group fight 
The use of weapons was more frequent in this group with a wider range of implements 
and more frequent disclosure of direct experience. 
> was stabbed with a pencil 
> threatened by a sharp toothbrush, shank, chair 
> stabbed someone with a pen in the unit 
> done it to other people 
> / stabbed someone with a pen 
> used weapon in front of staff 
> pen, plastic knife, pencil, vacuum cleaner pipe, frying pan 
> but there are enough weapons 
> filed down toothbrushes, stuff in socks, pens 
More serious injuries were sustained by youth in this group due to the dangerous nature 
of the assaults and the use of weapons. 
> broken hand, jaw, stabbed, concussion, stitches 
> broken bones, stitches, shit like that 
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> one of the guys broke his jaw 
> did it to others. Broken nose, shattered jaw 
> swollen knuckles, broke foot, fractured wrist, broke thumb 
> ambulance took youth away 
> black eye, messed up arm, broken nose, fat lip 
> outside the bathroom, he split his chin open; another taken out to hospital on 
stretcher 
Descriptions of peer aggression referred to youth seeking opportunities to assault 
others at times and in locations that prevented them from being detected. This would 
indicate strategy and premeditation. Getting caught carried high costs in terms of 
institutional sanctions such as segregation from peers or criminal charges. 
> you can get away with it because people set it up so you 're far from staff, in the 
root cellar, staff can't see at all, when the guy at the door sees staff coming, he 11 
call'quit' 
> I fight back staff didn 't know, three on me, I took off the bathroom door and 
walked out 
> they didn't even know. I let him push me first but that was all he got, he said that 
he got his injuries on campus 
> I just go to the washroom with that guy, if you want to fight, you go there and 
neither can yell or scream 
Fights in the Safer institutions were considerably less frequent than experienced 
by youth participants in the Less Safe institutions. Indeed, some respondents in this 
group relegated fights to simple arguments among peers. Proactive staff intervention and 
consequences appeared to deter fighting. Furthermore, youth reported that structural 
features of the environment were modified to accommodate safety concerns. 
> sometimes fight, but just small, more like arguments 
> I've been in two fights in washroom, I find it safe, have door and huge gap thing 
and can see whole bathroom with mirrors, I walked in, somebody swung at me 
and I ducked and hit him 
> I've seen group-on-one, but hasn 't happened to me, it's rare 
> couple of punches and guards jump in 
Incidents of "punking off were described by this group more frequently than any 
other form of direct aggression. Participants in Safer institutions appeared alarmed and 
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concerned by these incidents and relied on staff guidance and intervention to remedy the 
situation. Staff took proactive measures to prevent punking off by limiting the 
availability of food and products procured by youth from the canteen. They were vigilant 
in order to preempt opportunities for this type of coercion and aggression. 
> cut off canteen until I leave because kids were punking me off 
> would happen only in lounge because it is hard to access someone's room 
because staff do a good job 
> anywhere, one person tells them when staff not around, send me your canteen or 
you know what happen, kids that happens to, staff limit what can get to prevent 
not good for kids 
> pressured to give up canteen, two incidents staff broke it up and ***put in room 
for quiet time, they say there is zero tolerance but there is not 
> can't take meals by force because guards around, kinda near impossible but I've 
seen it happen, when guards aren 't looking, pass food to others, but rare 
Punking off in the Safer institutions was considered a reportable incident with 
institutional consequences whereas in the Less Safe institutions, it was normalized 
behaviour, as illustrated in the passages below: 
> cuz some people are scared to speak up, happens anywhere 
> mostly blackmail, people take whatever they want 
> I've done it 
> people steal each other's stuff... dessert and stuff 
> it happens a lot, if their roommate has an extra plate, they take it 
The youth perception of safety in the Safer institutions was reinforced by the 
limited evidence of weapons available or utilized in the institution. Staff vigilance and 
intervention if weapons were produced was described as the primary safeguard. 
> he pulled (this) weapon on me and staff immediately jumped in and he was 
dragged off to seg. 
> no not here 
> I've seen threat with weapon but never happened to me 
Injuries sustained by youth in the Safer institutions appeared less severe relative 
to the Less Safe institutions. Most youth described cuts and bruises. 
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> just a cut lip 
> black eyes, bruised, bloody nose 
> no severe injuries 
> not serious, seen blood that's it 
> not that bad, just a couple of bruises 
The passages by youth support the relationship between their feelings of safety 
and their direct experience of witnessing peer aggression or being victimized. In Less 
Safe institutions, youth reported more fights, serious injuries sustained from assaults, 
availability of dangerous weapons and the use of intimidation, coercion and force. 
Despite the high risk of victimization and routine exposure to verbal abuse, coercion and 
intimidation, the majority of youth in Less Safe institutions, when asked direct questions, 
indicated that they didn't fear being hurt and felt safe. Direct admission of a fear of 
being hurt may be difficult for these youth while in the context of the institution: 
however, their fear was adequately expressed in the descriptions of their day-to-day 
living circumstances. Youth participants in the Less Safe institutions not only illustrated 
the breadth and intensity of the aggression and victimization experienced in the 
institutional culture to which they were exposed, but also their discomfort and fear 
related to it. When discussing more generally about elements of the institutional culture, 
these youth more frequently conveyed their fear of being victimized and gave no 
reassurance of feeling safe. Furthermore, youth participants in the Less Safe institutions 
were faced with the trauma of actual victimization coupled with the stress of potential 
victimization. This undoubtedly had a deleterious effect on their wellbeing as indicated 
in their expressions of anxiety and fears. 
In contrast, proportionately more participants in the Safer group, when asked the 
same direct questions, expressed fewer fears of being hurt and a greater sense of safety. 
Keeping Kids Safe 118 
Furthermore, they offered reassurances of their safety and attributed this to the 
proactive intervention by staff. 
Harassment Based on Race, Ethnicity or Culture. 
Verbal harassment of youth by youth, based on race, culture, ethnicity, special 
needs or sexual orientation was reported across both groups. Sexual harassment was also 
a concern by a number of youth in both groups; however, tolerance of this type of 
behavior varied between groups. 
Youth from both Less Safe and Safer institutions had divergent experiences 
related to racism witnessed or experienced in the institution in which they resided. There 
were only four references of harassment based on race in the Less Safe institutions and 
the comments were described as teasing or making fun of language and cultural 
practices. Youth comments included: 
> some group members tease the heavy accents 
> they tease 'cause he 'sfrom and he talks funny 
> tease guys from reserves 
> it happens so much that it's normal. People make fun of scriptures or how natives 
talk 
In contrast, there was considerably more evidence of verbal harassment based on 
race in institutions perceived as Safer. There were 21 direct references which graduated 
from racial insensitivity and intolerance to racial harassment and aggression. Some 
youth made comments similar to youth in the institutions perceived as Less Safe, such 
as: 
> joke, not anything to take to heart, would have a year ago but will laugh rather 
thanfight 
> I get called a Newfie 
> ethnic slurs... just joking around 
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However, there is direct evidence of conflict and aggression based on race as 
follows: 
> is Palestinian, he tends to be the only one picked on 
> visible minorities stick together, spook, Vietnamese and talk shit about the 
whiteguys, the non-whites don't like the whites, they band together, they might 
look at us and think the same thing that all whites are together, it's not that I'm 
racist, I'm not that way anymore... I think that it just happens - the Asians are the 
ones who think that they are superior to everyone...you have people from 
different jails sticking together 
> sometimes I'm told I look too white 
> call them nigger 
> feel racism here 
> happens all the time, there are a lot of racial conflicts in this place 
> make fun of a Muslim guy - call him Al Qaeda 
> one black guy in unit call people honkey and he '11 be called nigger but no 
intervention 
In one institution (Safer), there was broad ethnic and cultural diversity in the 
population of youth. The communities which these youth participants call home are also 
racially diverse and there are therefore more opportunities for exposure to racial 
insensitivity, intolerance and harassment. Perhaps the increased frequency and intensity 
of the harassment based on race in this institution was evidence of this. Nonetheless, 
youth participants in these institutions demonstrated insight and empathy into the effects 
of this harassment on the victim and articulated strategies to rescue or protect the victim. 
Youth responses included seeking staff support and intervention, and the need for greater 
staff vigilance. 
> victims remove themselves from the group. Should go talk to kids to see how feel 
and effect of the name calling, youth not know what to do 
> there is one kid, he is Pakistani; they call him dumb Paki but staff don 'tput them 
on O.P. 
Youth described intervening to protect other youth from racism. Their approach 
was to warn the offending youth or retaliate aggressively. 
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> I've seen kids say they hate black people, couple of kids not many black people 
here -1came from area lots of black people, even though I'm not black, I take 
offence — guy is serious, said he hated black people, guy at dinner I told him 
watch what you tell me 
> black eyes, broken nose and teeth... 'kid was being racist so he got dubbed' 
Harassment Based On Special Needs. 
In both groups of participants, harassment or teasing of youth with special needs was 
neither frequent nor tolerated. Nonetheless, some youth participants witnessed or 
participated in this type of harassment as indicated in the following passage: 
> youth is F.A.S and people bother him all the time (Less Safe) 
Youth had multiple response patterns to harassment based on special needs. 
These responses were uniform across groups. Youth tried to minimize its impact and the 
intent of their behaviour by making light of it and labeling it as "playing around" or "a 
joke ". One participant ridiculed the victim for his lack of self defense: "/ usually laugh 
cuz some people don't stick up for themselves " (Less Safe institutions). In other 
responses, the responsibility for the harassing behaviour was shifted to the victim: "I've 
had people do it to me 'cause I'm not right in the head'. I just laughed it off" (Safer 
institutions). These statements demonstrate a lack of empathy for the victim. 
Alternatively, youth were sensitive to the potential impact and stated: 
> that (harassment) is out of the question and ignorant (Less Safe) 
> people don't name-call because someone is slow (Safer) 
Both groups recognized staff vigilance or minimization as an important influence 
in deterring or condoning this type of aggression. 
> special needs kids are harassed when staff aren 't around (Less Safe) 
> it's with jokes, even the guards joke about it (Safer) 
These passages specific to harassment based on special needs, illustrate the 
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sensitivity to the issue across all institutions. 
Sexual Harassment. 
Youth from both groups spoke about comments that were retaliatory or made in 
jest about sexual orientation. 
> if a group member is angry, they call him fag or something (Less Safe) 
> lining up when close together....bagfag (Less Safe) 
> joke around... call faggot... O. P.... I've said it to someone else and got caught 
(Safer) 
> joke around about sexual orientation (Safer) 
A similar number of references were made about sexual harassment and assault 
by respondents in both the Less Safe and Safer institutions. Both groups inferred that it 
was a common occurrence. Direct personal examples of sexual harassment were offered. 
> right in front of staff and they wonder why I flip out (Less Safe) 
> some of it is true, some guy asked if he could give me head (Less Safe) 
> it happens anywhere, but usually in the cottage (Less Safe) 
> touching him on the tit probably makes him upset, but he is too scared to say 
something (Less Safe) 
> happens frequently (Less Safe) 
> a lot of it, guys on guys (Less Safe) 
> heard someone was raped, just slapping asses in the gym (Less Safe) 
> yes happens, not to me, everywhere (Safer) 
It appears that an incident had occurred at one Safer facility and the description 
of the incident was passed on repeatedly from youth to youth. It is not uncommon for 
youth to develop expectations and fears in custody settings based on legends developed 
over time. This represented the most frequent response in the Safer institutions. 
> story regarding slits in shower area is that one resident sexually assaulted 
another in the shower - resident who was assaulted was harassed regularly but 
no one else 
> heard about a kid getting raped in the shower 
> that's why the washrooms have a window so they can see inside, a year ago some 
guy got raped in there 
> heard of an incident 
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Finally, one participant from each group spoke of "youth harassing female staff, 
and acknowledged its inappropriateness. 
Summary 
There appeared to be greater tolerance for harassment based on race, ethnicity, 
culture, special needs, sexual orientation and sexual harassment across institutions than 
for direct aggression. This was striking, particularly when considering the words of the 
youth in the Safer institutions. The minimization of this behaviour by both youth and 
staff clearly demonstrated a lack of sensitivity and empathy for those youth being 
victimized. Furthermore, there was evidence that on occasion, the victims of the 
taunting were held accountable for the harassing behaviour of others. This amplifies the 
inappropriateness and the entrenched nature of discrimination within the institutional 
culture. The lack of staff intervention appeared confounding for youth. They were 
confused by the staff tolerance and overt participation in the harassment. This complicity 
appeared to condone the behaviour on the part of youth. Youth asserted that the victims 
needed guidance because "they didn't know what to do". Youth took it upon themselves 
to intervene in order to protect both their peers and staff from harassment. Consistent 
with the quantitative findings, reference to sexual assault was more prevalent in the 
passages of youth participants in the Less Safe institutions. 
B. Coping Strategies Used by Youth Participants to Mediate the Impact of Peer 
Aggression 
Avoid 
Youth participants in both the Less Safe and Safer institutions consistently 
describe strategies to avoid conflict or unsafe situations. Avoidant responses included, 
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"mindyour own business ", "tell no one ", or withdraw. Youth in the Less Safe 
institutions were less prosaic and offered fewer descriptors when they described tactics 
to avoid conflict, intimidation or disruption by peers. 
Mind own business (Less Safe). 
> go about my business, didn 't see anything 
> mind my own business, pretend I didn't see it 
> handle my own business 
> just worry about myself. I don't do anything 
Tell/trust no one (Less Safe). 
> no one 
> nobody 
> no one, I keep it in 
> nobody, I don't trust anybody 
> deal with it myself 
> handle my own problem 
> / don't say anything 
Youth participants described taking active and deliberate actions to withdraw 
from potentially unsafe situations such as: "asked to go to isolation''' and "stay away 
from certain staff and peers ". One youth was able to describe what precipitates his 
withdrawal: "Iget uncomfortable and defensive, keep it to myself " 
There were references by youth in this group regarding an attempt to escape, run 
away or go AWOL (absent without leave). The escapes were premeditated and viewed 
by youth as retaliatory to staff intrusiveness. 
> containment shouldn 't be allowed, they don't even get to go to the washroom, 
have to piss himself- the group advocates for him, but staff just says no - that's 
why people always run - it's ELC (Escape Lawful Custody) season -I'm tempted 
but I think about my daughter 
> escape planned 
> / tried to run 
> someone attacked staff and tried to escape 
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Of significance, is that there was no mention of escaping or running away in the 
Safer institutions. Youth in this group spoke more frequently and in more detail about 
going to their room as a self-imposed form of isolation from the group or keeping to 
themselves to avoid altercations. Furthermore, they described "numbing out" or 
"building a shield" as an avoidant coping strategy. Youth were more articulate and 
forthcoming about their avoidant behaviours and the rationale for their use. 
Mind own business (Safer). 
> / hate people picking on other people... mind my own business 
> none of my business, just stick to my own, just here to do my time, nobody else's 
> / never get involved, I don't get involved in other people's problems 
> I do nothing, I keep to myself, mind my own business 
> walk away and stay out of it 
> mind your own business, don't interfere with fights or disagreements 
Tell/trust no one (Safer). 
> no one, I don't care. I just sit back and watch 
> no one, deal with it yourself 
> handle it myself 
Youth participants were thoughtful about the impact that the lack of safety within 
the environment had on them and the steps that they took to protect themselves from 
being hurt. Internalizing behaviours such as withdrawing from the group, detaching from 
peers, and going to their room served to insulate them from the everyday harshness of 
the institution. 
> not anything staff can teach you, things you have to learn yourself- don't get too 
attached to any inmate 
> / don't know, it 'sjust something you kinda shield after you 've been here awhile, I 
don't let it bother me -I'm usually too numb to make anything of it, it usually 
passes over me 
> the threats, the shit talking happens every day 
> sent to room by staff or I went voluntarily to avoid conflict 
> victims remove themselves from group 
> I go to my room and chill out 
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Avoidant strategies described by the youth participants inevitably reduced the 
risk of serious offences taking place (McCorkle, 1992). By socially isolating themselves 
in their room or in an isolation cell, youth would secure their own safety by avoiding 
altercations altogether (McCorkle, 1992). Youth believed that interacting with victims or 
aggressors at the time of the conflict, coercive episodes or threatening behavior would 
result in further risk of their own victimization. 
A number of respondents from the Less Safe institutions described escaping the 
environment altogether by running away as the ultimate protection from the pains of 
imprisonment (Sykes, 1958). As compelling, was the passage by the youth participant 
from the Safer institutions who also described escape through processes of 
internalization. This escape was achieved through withdrawing emotionally to a state of 
"numbness". Both externalizing and internalizing strategies served to shield youth from 
the threatening environment. 
Get Tough 
Some youth described "getting tough" in order to avoid victimization or 
exploitation by their peers. Proactive aggressive strategies were used as a precaution to 
being hurt (McCorkle, 1992) and appeared to be an acceptable method of conflict 
resolution (Edgar & O'Donnell, 1999). There were descriptions of "fighting back", 
"mouthing off', "sticking up for yourself. Interestingly, tough guy bravado was more 
evident in the words of the Safer institutions. Furthermore, prison codes of "don't back 
down" and "being tough" were also more often emulated by youth in Safer institutions. 
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Youth participants in Less Safe institutions understood the role of fighting as a 
routine and necessary way of life in the institution. They toughened in order to protect 
themselves. 
Fight back (Less Safe). 
> I'd just fight them back, if they punch me first 
> I fought back Staff didn 't know, three on me, I took off the bathroom door and 
walked out 
> just fought and it was done 
> / handle my own way -1 was assaulting over and over again 
Mouth off (Less Safe). 
> my mouth, I mouth off a lot - almost all kids in my cottage don't like me, 
sometimes I respond when they say things I don't like 
> just say fuck off 
Youth in this group indicated that the behaviour of others provoked their 
aggression. This projection of blame neutralized their own responsibility and gave 
context for their responses as follows. 
> most of the time it gets me mad then I trip out - sometimes I start dissin other 
people -1 take offence to things said about me or if they call me 'roach' or 
something 
> some stuff sounds pretty sick so I get angry about it 
> sometimes I feel like flipping out on some staff for their cheap remarks - it 'd be 
safer if they 'd quit the cheap remarks 
Youth in the Safer institutions emphasized the importance of "sticking up for 
yourself and the consequences that they faced if they didn't take steps for self-
protection. 
Fight Back (Safer). 
> hit back 
> once I saw two kids fighting and staff told them to stop, they did and were off 
privileges, it pissed me off, you don't fight and back off, you make it worth your 
while, you 're gonna be punished anyway 
> no backing down from fights 
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> I always watch my back, everyone does, it's the way you deal with it - I've got it 
sometimes, you 're just sitting there and got smacked in the face, if you don't do 
something, it will happen again 
> stay solid and stick up for yourself 
Bravado 
The adolescent bravado was more apparent in the Safer institutions and at those 
times that participants described the need to "get tough" to defend themselves. They 
weighed the consequences of fighting with those associated with not "sticking up for 
themselves". The bravado appeared to neutralize their fear as illustrated in the passages 
below: 
> / don 'tfear nobody - bumps and bruises will be gone off my body in a few days 
> defend myself-1 got two charges for assault - I've taken people's canteen and 
meals 
> I'm not scared of no one 
y you '11 heal -1 mean fighting is part of nature 
The Less Safe institutions had greater evidence of aggression (fights, coercion, 
injuries, use of weapons). They also tended to rationalize the aggression as being 
unjustifiably provoked. However the "get tough" bravado which encourages "not 
backing down" and "sticking up for yourself was more prevalent in the Safer 
institutions. There may be a couple of explanations for this. Passive behaviours are 
generally interpreted by more aggressive youth as a sign of weakness. Youth risk being 
labeled a P.C. (victim) and targeted for "punking off' and exploitation (McCorkle, 1992; 
Cesaroni & Peterson-Badali, 2005). Incarcerated youth who are afraid of being 
victimized, may also in fact believe that they must assert themselves in interactions with 
others in order to gain status through intimidation and in so doing, provide self-
protection (Gover, Layton MacKenzie, 2003). Incarceration offers for some youth, the 
opportunity to create a powerful identity (Unger, 2001). An explicit example of this 
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described by youth, particularly in the Less Safe institutions is that youth carry or keep 
weapons near for self-protection. Youth who fear being assaulted will carry weapons for 
self-defense and protection. In so doing, weapons serve to bolster their sense of status 
and power (McCorkle, 1992; Unger, 2001). 
Turn to staff 
A protective coping strategy for incarcerated youth may be turning to staff when 
they feel unsafe or fear victimization (0'Donnell& Edgar, 1999). Youth in youth justice 
institutions, however, have reluctance to seek help when distressed (Peterson-Badali & 
Koegel, 2001; Cesaroni & Peterson-Badali, 2005). Only 27% of all youth participants 
indicate that they would tell staff if they felt unsafe. Youth participants from both sets of 
institutions would not report incidents of intimidation, coercion, assaults or their fear of 
assaults due to reprisals or retribution on the part of peers or consequences imposed by 
staff. Youth participants believed that turning to staff may put them at further risk. 
However if risks of not telling outweighed the risks of turning to staff, they would alert 
staff. They identified specific staff that they may turn to in these circumstances. 
Participants from the Safer institutions were more likely to turn to staff and less likely to 
avoid their support. 
Seek Staff Intervention or Support. 
> staff that you 're close to (Less Safe) 
> Id tell someone that I trust (Less Safe) 
> staff I get along with (Less Safe) 
> if my life is in danger (Less Safe) 
> if it was something serious or if I felt threatened (Less Safe) 
> at first I would sit by staff but not now (Safer) 
> / don't worry about it, speak to guards if necessary (Safer) 
> if a serious issue, yeah (Safer) 
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> / usually try to handle it myself unless someone was really hurting a kid - if it was 
just screwing around, andlwasn 't able to stop it, I would call staff (Safer) 
> certain staff can help you out, they keep an eye out for you (Safer) 
Avoid Staff Intervention or Support. 
Participants in the Less Safe institutions clearly understood the implications of 
seeking staff intervention and more frequently described avoiding staff involvement to 
reduce the risk of retribution and reprisals. In contrast, youth participants in the Safer 
institutions were more introspective about their rationale for avoiding staff intervention. 
> / don't want to get hurt or anything (Less Safe) 
> / calm them down - going to staff makes it worse (Less Safe) 
> sometimes telling just makes it worse (Less Safe) 
> don't want to put heat on myself (Less Safe) 
> / don't want to get in trouble for it (Less Safe) 
> they don't need to know, we should deal with it ourselves - when we are on the 
outside, we don't have staff there to help us - the same rule should apply here 
(Safer) 
> only in extreme circumstances would tell staff... but not in front of other youth 
(Safer) 
Compliance 
Two sets of unwritten rules were evident in all settings. One set referred to rules 
understood amongst peers within the institution. It is equivalent to an inmate code of 
behaviour in adult facilities (Toch, 1977; Sykes, 1984). Youth demonstrated conformity 
to the rules (Finlay, 2006). Noncompliance with these rules provoked victimization. 
Conformity was enforced by means of coercion, intimidation or aggression. The second 
set of rules referred to compliance to institutionally set rules. This included etiquette 
within the institution and an ongoing familiarity with this code of conduct was 
reinforced. Youth who had difficulty in adjusting to institutional rules typically found 
themselves in conflict with staff (Layton MacKenzie, 1987). 
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Unwritten Rules: Peers. 
The paramount rule understood among youth participants in each institution was 
"no ratting" or informing staff of other's behaviour. This would explain why "turning to 
staff as a protective coping strategy was often rebuked by youth. The harshest 
retribution or reprisal by peers was meted out to youth who ratted. There appeared to be 
uniform understanding and conformity to this rule. 
Youth participants in Less Safe institutions appeared to conform to this rule 
because of the retributive consequences if they didn't. The "no ratting" rule was applied 
consistently to youth telling on peers or staff. The language used by youth participants in 
this group was consistent with the language of an adult inmate code. 
> I keep it to myself- if you say anything, you 11 be known as a rat, and then on the 
outs, I could be stabbed, shot, whatever (Less Safe) 
> / don't want to be looked at like a rat or snitch (Less Safe) 
> labeled as a rat they always have to act (Less Safe) 
> the rule is around here, don't be a tattletale -1 was even raised like that my 
whole life (Less Safe) 
> don't want to be known as a rat - you need to lift your own weight (Less Safe) 
> even if you tell on staff you 're ratting, you '11 either be made fun of or beat up 
(Less Safe) 
> don't tell on people - main rule, never tell (Less Safe) 
> wouldn 't tell staff if feeling unsafe, I just wouldn 't want to be a rat, I guess 
(Safer) 
> / don't believe in criminal morals - we don't rat (Safer) 
> don't tell staff of things going on, don't rat (Safer) 
> because of my own values or principles, because I wouldn't want to be called a 
rat (Safer) 
> you 'd be ratting - other kids might pick on you (Safer) 
In the Less Safe institutions, youth were more explicit about other unwritten rules 
for peers. They were in keeping with an "inmate code" which relies on avoidant 
strategies such as "mind your own business", "keep to yourself (Layton MacKenzie, 
1987). Youth talked about avoiding incarceration altogether as the ultimate coping 
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strategy, "stay outtajaiV\ "don't come back, grow up, this is not the place to live ". In 
addition to avoidant strategies, they gave advice about mutual respect, "if you treat other 
people with respect, you '11 be respected". 
In the Safer institutions, youth also offered advice that demonstrated insight into 
the impact of youth attitudes and behaviour. These insights reflected morals and values 
that are pro social. 
> can't be over kind to impress other people 
> don't walk around with a chip on your shoulder 
> be yourself 
> don't act like a tough guy 
Compliance to Institutional Expectations. 
The Less Safe institutions gave advice about the importance of doing what was 
expected of them by staff. This approach was often self-serving and manipulative and 
reflected the principle of "quid pro quo". Youth were not invested nor did they seem to 
understand the intrinsic value of compliance. They saw compliance as merely a means to 
an end. This reinforced the inmate code of "do your time" with simplicity and the least 
amount of personal effort or challenge. 
> don't argue with staff, you won't win 
> follow expectations, you can make your time easy or hard 
> if you say what they wanna hear, it '11 go a lot easier 
> if you try and get along with staff, I might get leave soon - lots of stupid stuff-
you got to do stuff to get stuff 
> you don't give them a hard time, they won't give you a hard time 
Participants from the Safer institutions responded differently. Their perspective 
reflected a common sense approach to staff expectations which can be interpreted as 
unquestioning compliance. 
> no set rules - do as staff says - if they give an order, you have to do it 
> do what you are supposed to do 
Keeping Kids Safe 132 
> follow the rules 
> the rules are quite obvious, be respectful, polite, be responsible ...rules you learn 
in life 
Both groups know the rules for custody etiquette, that is, the conventional rules 
for social behavior within the institution. Etiquette in the Less Safe institutions stressed 
conformity and compliance whereas etiquette in the Safer institutions as perceived by the 
youth participants, was consistent with broader social norms. 
Less Safe Institutions Safer Institutions 
tuck in your shirt no swearing 
line up in two's don't talk behind each other's back 
don't interrupt staff. be polite, respectful 
don't swear no farting 
don't walk into someone's room no talking back 
don't argue with staff have your pants up to your waist 
no unauthorized movements can't walk without socks 
don't wear tank tops only three ketchups and two sugars 
don't walk across the field 
ask to go to the washroom 
Use of Peer Group 
A coping strategy more evident in the Safer institution was youth rallying to 
assist other youth who were being victimized. They would then confront the aggressor 
in these situations. In the Less Safe institutions, youth participants indicated that they 
were more inclined to assist a "buddy" during an altercation or fight. Turning to other 
youth in the institution to intervene for one's own protection is a potential coping 
strategy (O'Donnell & Edgar, 1999) but doesn't appear to be a reliable tactic in either 
group as it depends largely on the group dynamics in the institution at the time of the 
episode. 
> if a friend, I go and handle it (Less Safe) 
> sometimes distract staff to help buddy (Less Safe) 
Keeping Kids Safe 133 
> there was a resident here who was a bully. I would warn people of him, a con 
artist, used to let kids know about him, about who to avoid (Safer) 
> bullying kids for food - one resident in particular - he would use other kid to drop 
food off to bully but then would give part of meal (soldiering). I spoke to 
bully and asked him why he was doing it - he thought it was cool, kids bully other 
kids, I stepped in and it stopped. ...I always try and step in and end it - told him 
had to end, kid was bullying was smaller, didn 'tfit - told him he had to stop it 
and it ended (Safer) 
The participants in the Safer institutions spoke of pre-emptive and proactive 
intervention by youth for youth that appeared to demonstrate the youth's understanding 
of group dynamics and a sense of social justice related to victimization. The use of the 
word "kids" may indicate that these youth are protecting others like they would children. 
Group Dynamics. 
A peer subculture exists within youth justice institutions with peer norms, roles 
and social rankings that are organized to sustain hierarchical arrangements inherent to 
that subculture (Finlay, 2006). The ability to survive and adapt is to a large extent 
dependent on the youth's capacity to develop and maintain status (Connell & Farrington, 
1996). Power and dominance are central to peer relationships in youth justice 
institutions. These norms promote victimization to gain social acceptance, status or to 
gain goods and services such as food and canteen products (Ellis, 1997; Ireland, 1999; 
Ireland, 2002). The most recent passage would indicate that the youth participant had 
status and social acceptance. Furthermore, he wasn't afraid of losing that status by 
challenging the aggressor. Insight and understanding of group dynamics within the 
institution varied between the two groups. Lack of articulation about these dynamics did 
not translate into a lack of an ability to influence them. 
Even with equivalent conditions and opportunities offered by 
advocate/interviewers for disclosure, there were fewer passages from youth participants 
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in Less Safe institutions about group dynamics. The comments made were cursory and 
didn't indicate a depth of understanding about the intent or meaning of peer interactions 
in the context of the group. Nonetheless, the passages exposed the same dynamics and 
the risks involved. 
> group can't be trusted 
> push each other's buttons 
> pick on weaker guys, get into a fight over food 
> group unsafe 
> show people you care about the group and you will get respect 
In this group, some participants described that staff allowed the group to function 
somewhat independently until there was a problem and then staff intervened. Staff 
vigilance varied from situation to situation. 
> they let you run with your own shift 
> they (group) run their own show, they 're self-containing, staff 11 sit you down and 
ask what's going on but (group) stops stuff as soon as it's going on - we 're on 
each other but don't shut down as much 
> they tell the group to handle it, if they can't then staff take over 
> if staff catch on, the group gets consequences 
> (On unit confinement) if the group's not taking care 
> (Isolation) if the group can't handle the situation anymore 
Staff intervention was intrusive at these times when interactions among youth 
within the group escalated or altercations were evident. This puts considerable 
responsibility on youth to manage group dynamics. Furthermore, staff intervention 
provoked further targeting and victimization of specific youth by the group. This is 
consistent with explanations by youth participants about why they don't turn to staff. 
> due to safety concerns within the group, (staff would intervene) to get 
information, but sometimes they (youth) aren 't involved so they get tormented for 
no reason 
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A number of participants in Safer institutions appear to have insight into the 
group dynamics and the importance of status. Status was gained or diminished through 
length of time in the institution, group affiliation or personal characteristics. 
> groups of people that sit at same table, (we) pick on them, they are immature, 
joke around all the time, they are weird 
> me and other guys in my area, we have been there longer and other residents 
leave us alone, more inclined to be nice or generous to us - I'm in upper class, 
sounds conceited 
> kids who are smaller or not therefor long, those kids would get picked on - lately 
haven't had anyone picked on for a change, in the past, they were just for the fact 
that the kid looked nerdy 
> need to belong to a group of big guys then people don't bother you 
> you don't have to be in a group to protect yourself, but there are groups 
> the dorm people will set people up to get punched out...people in there take 
advantage...they try to run the show 
Summary 
Coping strategies served a mediating function in protecting youth from the 
aggressive peer sub culture within the institution. Active emotional detachment from 
peers and staff was used to manage fear and to self-protect. This internalizing strategy 
facilitated youth withdrawal physically from harsh exchanges or disruptive episodes 
among peers. This was more typically the strategy of participants in the Safer institutions 
in contrast to those in the Less Safe institutions, who described more extreme tactics of 
attacking or escaping the environment altogether. Youth in the Less Safe institutions 
seemed more predisposed to the perception that peer aggression is an accepted lifestyle 
in youth justice institutions. They bolstered and toughened themselves in order to present 
as threatening and to signal offensively to their peers. Youth in the Safer institutions 
perceived "getting tough" as necessary for self-protection and retaliatory to an inevitable 
attack. Their approach was described as defensive. Due to the retributive nature of the 
peer culture and the inmate code of "no ratting", youth in the Less Safe group more often 
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avoided contact with staff and focused on managing the lack of safety in the environment 
themselves, sometimes through manipulative or aggressive means. Youth in the Safer 
institutions were often introspective and understood the rules of the institution as 
conforming to the social norms to which they appeared to aspire. Interestingly, each 
group did not indicate that they relied on their peers to "cover their back". Participants 
in the Safer institutions were more likely to step in to aid a peer who was being 
victimized as a gesture of social justice, whereas participants in the Less Safe institutions 
would assist a "buddy" in an assaultive episode. 
C. The Role of Staff in Protecting Youth 
Staff Vigilance 
Youth were reticent to turn to staff if they felt unsafe unless the situation was 
serious or critical. This reinforces the need for staff to be vigilant and proactive in their 
intervention to safeguard against all forms of peer aggression. Youth participants from 
both groups described evidence of staff vigilance. The Safer institutions translated this 
vigilance to feeling protected and gave examples of staff interventions to keep the 
environment safe. Furthermore, in each section of this analysis that describe evidence of 
direct aggression and harassment, youth in the Safer institutions qualified their 
statements with their opinion that staff intervened proactively and were a primary 
safeguard to their protection. 
> it's basically impossible to fight here without staff finding out (Less Safe) 
> staff watch closely (Less Safe) 
> they usually see what goes on (Less Safe) 
> tell you what happens before it happens (Less Safe) 
> if you tell them they say they will keep an eye out (Safer) 
> guards there to protect you (Safer) 
> staff here to protect you quickly (Safer) 
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> staff get on it real quick (Safer) 
> the place is designed so that staff can always hear you - it's actually a good place 
—people call it daycare here because they are always watching you (Safer) 
> guards usually around, will break up fights (Safer) 
> grabbed them and broke it up (Safer) 
Participants from both institutions described that there is inadequate supervision 
at times which leads to compromised protection. For the most part, incidents occur in 
places where the staff are not typically available or they can't hear. 
> a lot of times they don't know; when they do, they intervene (Less Safe) 
> they didn 't know, they were in the common room - the guys left the bathroom 
before they came back (Less Safe) 
> the fight will take too long to break up, if trying to punch someone off, staff can't 
hear (Safer) 
> everywhere is a danger zone, if far away from staff can have time to kick the shit 
out of someone (Safer) 
> staff respond when they see it, don't always see it (Safer) 
Youth participants described incidents in which youth took advantage of "hot 
spots" and the compromised protection provided by staff in order to assault peers. The 
Less Safe institutions were more explicit about these tactics. 
> you can get away with it because people set it up so you 're far from staff, in the 
root cellar, staff can't see it at all - when the guy at the door sees staff coming, 
he '11 say 'quit', get it where staff can't see (Less Safe) 
> try and do it when staff aren 't around (Safer) 
One youth from each group demonstrated their own hyper-vigilance about 
protection. They described a compromised situation due to staff limitations. 
> small female staff- (only) one on duty with big guys doing weights, easy to take 
her over and keys (Less Safe) 
> he was talking to her, making rude sarcastic comments, we have lingo here, using 
this to verbally bash her, got me angry so I stepped in and ended it...didn't have 
to get physical (Safer) 
One youth actively intervened to protect the staff and the other youth indicated 
his concern for the staff and the environment. 
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Both groups described incidents when staff were aware of unsafe situations but 
chose not to intervene. 
> people should stop turning a blind eye to things, depends on type of staff, some 
are good, some are assholes (Less Safe) 
> know its going on but they don't do anything major... staff not intervene (Safer) 
This is interpreted as staff condoning the behaviour and them not fulfilling their 
responsibility to assist youth when required. 
In summary, the presence and availability of staff to intervene preventatively was 
evident in the passages by youth in the Safer institutions. This translated into the 
perception of a safe environment. Youth expressed anxiety when this safeguard was not 
in place. In the Less Safe institutions, youth were acutely aware of the need for staff 
vigilance but some youth took advantage of those opportunities when the staff were not 
available to aggress against their peers. 
Staff Intervention 
Youth justice institutions use various practices of behaviour management to 
maintain internal order in the environment. These practices include the use of incentives 
or consequences for behavior, the formal or informal collaboration with youth, the use of 
threat or physical coercion and the ability to transfer to more intrusive environments 
(Feld, 1981). Furthermore, staff can apply relational means to control behaviour and 
ensure the safety of the institution including relational incentives, verbal prompting, 
redirection, positive reinforcement, verbal de-escalation and time-out. The 
administration of a point or level system is another alternative strategy which is utilized 
by each set of institutions. Graduated access to programs and privileges requires the 
accumulation of points. Escalation to more intrusive behavior management strategies 
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such as physical or mechanical restraints and seclusion are standard options used by 
youth justice institutions when other alternatives have failed and the youth or others are 
at risk of imminent harm or danger. 
Warning 
Youth participants in both sets of institutions explained the nature of staff 
interventions when youth were acting out behaviorally. In the first instance, they 
included a warning to calm down. 
In the Less Safe institutions there was more evidence of the staffs willingness to 
escalate the consequences for poor behavior to more intrusive or coercive strategies. 
Threat of this was articulated by staff and clearly understood by youth as a warning. 
> just tell me to calm down, I do - I've been through the pepper spray and strapped 
in chairs and it's not worth it 
> consequences until you calm down 
> talk to person, explain if you don't calm down, they '11 need to be restrained, it 
works sometimes 
> encourage getting fewer levels 
> try to warn you a few times - "go kneel in your bed; talk to them... chill out 
> told us to shut up or we 'd be restrained or go to front cell (isolation) 
In the Safer institutions, youth understood the sequence of progressive 
interventions and had insight into the consequences of youth behaviour. Youth 
respondents felt adequate alternatives were attempted by staff as warnings prior to the 
use of more intrusive intervention. 
> staff tried to calm me down before...I was weirding out...not listening, think I 
was trying to get out of a restraint and they put my arm in a weird hold -1 wasn 't 
mad at staff for restraining me, they try to get staff who relates to you 
more...they take lots of measures before bringing you to seg... steps to calm you 
down, the Unit Manager spoke with me to try to come up with a plan for the 
future 
> staff will try to talk with you, they will call the I. C. (In-Charge Staff) and they will 
try to calm down situation, if we won't stop, then they '11 try to restrain 
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Staff in this group appeared to use relational strategies and collaborative 
approaches with youth as alternatives to more intrusive interventions but escalated as 
required with youths' full knowledge and understanding. Threats of the use of coercion 
or force were not apparent. There was limited attention provided by youth in both 
groups about debriefing, which was expected to occur between staff and youth 
subsequent to an incident. 
Decision to Escalate 
Youth participants in both groups described the escalation process that led to an 
institutional intervention. Interim strategies, from a warning to the use of intrusive 
measures by staff, include issuing levels (removal of points and reduction of levels), 
placing youth in their room and/or "off-program" (O.P.), unit confinement, youth 
kneeling on their bed or in a corner in their room (Less Safe) or sitting on a stool in their 
room (Safer). 
The most common form of consequence for poor behavior in the Safer institution 
was "off program". This was used for a wide range of infractions or altercations. 
Confinement to the living unit and quiet time in bedrooms were also used but referred to 
less frequently. 
> everyday O.P. for verbal abuse, poor relations, not getting along with others, 
noncompliance, not attending program... I heard the longest is two days 
> swearing at staff, arguing, talking back, smoking weed 
Off-program was not referred to by the youth respondents in the Less Safe institutions. 
A more intrusive intervention was room confinement with the expectation that 
the youth would remain stationary. In the Less Safe institutions, youth were requested to 
"kneel on their bed" or in a corner. Noncompliance resulted in the youth being escorted 
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to the segregation unit. In the Safer institutions, youth were expected to sit on a stool in 
their room for long periods of time (2 - 48 hours). Youth complained of having 
difficulty complying with this behavior management strategy in both groups. 
Intrusive Measures 
There were more frequent references to the use of intrusive measures that 
involved an institutional response in the Less Safe institutions as compared to the Safer 
institutions. Furthermore, in the Less Safe institutions, youth participants gave more 
extreme examples of the use of intrusive measures to manage and contain youth. They 
appeared anxious about these interventions. In the Safer institutions, these measures 
were not implemented as frequently, although youth understood the regimen and 
expectation once an alert for institutional measures was given. These measures included 
physical restraints, locked in room, lock down (entire unit), isolation in the segregation 
unit and the use of the emergency intervention team. 
Physical Restraints. 
Youth in the Less Safe institutions described episodes of non-compliance that led 
to the use of physical restraints. Passages below describe youth perception that restraints 
are not always appropriate or administered safely. Youth in the Safer institutions were 
clear about the nature of the infractions that would result in a physical restraint. 
> restraints come during fights, contain them, hold them down, looks tight (Less 
Safe) 
> tell them to go to their room, if they don't listen, then they get restrained (Less 
Safe) 
> it was stupid, if you crossed the tape, you 'dget an early bed, so I was standing 
close to it and the staff put her hand too close to my face, I smacked it away and 
she restrained me (Less Safe) 
> hurt my head, yanked my arm... had to have x-rays... still hurts and it happened a 
year ago (Less Safe) 
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> I haven't been restrained, you are going to lose no matter what - if you fight you 
will be held until you can't move, won't hurt you (Safer) 
>• most for fights or flipping out (Safer) 
> you get restrained if you go crazy, don't listen, refuse to go to seg. (Safer) 
> for threatening, noncompliance, fighting, damaging stuff (Safer) 
> you don't get restrained for nothing, you 'd have to do something (Safer) 
Locked in Room. 
Youth in the Safer institutions did not experience being locked in their room or a 
unit lockdown because there were no locks on the doors to their room or to the unit. 
Youth in the Less Safe institutions described "lock up' as a common practice. Being 
locked in your room was used for minor infractions and unit lockdown was for the most 
serious infractions. 
> got blown into my room (Less Safe) 
> misuse of a swear (Less Safe) 
> locked in room a lot (Less Safe) 
> when you 're bad, they don't even open the door, let you piss, shit yourself (Less 
Safe) 
> locked down until weapons found (Safer) 
> until staff remove disruptive youth (Safer) 
> investigate, see who will tell on people (Safer) 
Isolation. 
Youth were escorted to the isolation unit in the Safer institutions for fighting or 
for non- compliance to less intrusive interventions. In the Less Safe institutions, youth's 
perception was that they were transferred to isolation for minor infractions or to learn a 
lesson. 
> moved to isolation for making jokes about staff (Less Safe) 
>• try to teach you a lesson (Less Safe) 
> so maybe they 11 (youth) learn their lesson (Less Safe) 
> moved to isolation, I wasn 't listening (Less Safe) 
> can't handle himself, protect the environment (Less Safe) 
> flipping out or fighting (Safer) 
Keeping Kids Safe 143 
> Ididn 't want to sit on the stool so they put me in seg. (Safer) 
Emergency Crisis Unit. 
In both groups, the emergency crisis intervention team (ICIT) was used in 
extreme circumstances and as a last resort. Both groups of participants understood this 
institutional procedure and the requirements for both staff and youth. 
> hit with a shield, fighting and didn 't go to my room before the intervention team 
arrived (Less Safe) 
> going off... tell you to stop... call the team (Less Safe) 
> push the panic button, every guard from every range came, break it up and take 
to seg. (Safer) 
> usual procedure... call a code... everyone goes to their room (Safer) 
In the Less Safe institutions, the practice of charging youth did not appear to be 
as prevalent whereas the threat of charging youth in the Safer institutions appeared to be 
an effective deterrent. Other intrusive procedures using physical force were described by 
youth in the Less Safe institutions which included the use of mace. 
> they shouldn 't be able to mace you when you 'refreakin in your cell (Less Safe) 
> / was refusing to kneel down in the corner, I was acting up - they came in, pepper 
sprayed me and my roommate... handcuffed me. (Less Safe) 
In the Less Safe institutions, youth participants also spoke of the use of 
administrative isolation for "suicide watch". There was no reference to suicide in the 
Safer institutions. 
Summary 
In summary, in the Less Safe institutions, staff appeared to have a readiness to 
escalate their interventions to institutional levels for apparently minor infractions. The 
use of intrusive measures was part of the daily regimen despite the available continuum 
of alternative behavioural management strategies. In contrast, youth in Safer institutions 
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felt informed about the sequence of consequences that led to the use of intrusive 
measures and were therefore less anxious about their use. Staff relied on relational 
approaches and only escalated to institutional interventions when it was required for 
safety. 
Engagement of Youth 
When youth participants were asked, "if they had a choice, who would they speak 
to if they had a problem in the facility", the majority of all youth indicated that they 
would speak to staff within the institution. Youth participants were specific about which 
professionals they would approach outside of the institution such as their Children's Aid 
Worker or the Ombudsman/Advocate. They also identified the position of the staff that 
they would speak to within the institution such as the unit manager, I.C. (in-charge 
supervisor), front-line staff, prime worker or the social worker on their unit. Many youth 
identified that they would prefer to speak to a professional external to the institution or a 
peer. Most youth in both sets of institutions said that they had a prime worker or key 
staff worker that they could talk to. Furthermore, most participants saw a counselor 
internal to the institution and found that contact to be helpful. 
Nonetheless, as reported in the Youth Partners Project, only 27% of youth 
participants would tell staff if they felt unsafe. As indicated previously, many responded 
by indicating that they would speak to no one and would not turn to staff for protection 
unless someone else was at risk or the situation was very serious. 
Certain activities described by youth that staff engage in with youth could be 
considered the normal expectations of an institutional setting. These include eating with 
the residents, implementing programs, plans of care, discharge plans and temporary 
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releases, engaging youth in appropriate cultural activities and offering incentives for 
youth to behave well. Both groups identified these activities when asked about the kinds 
of activities staff engage them in. The Safer institutions more frequently described the 
incentives and rewards staff offer youth to encourage their participation in programming. 
Recreational Activities. 
Youth respondents in the Less Safe institutions described a range of recreational 
activities in which staff engaged youth. The most frequent response was playing cards 
with youth. Youth in this group indicated that some staff "will play sports with you " 
such as "going to the gym, ping pong, foosball, football, intramurals, basketball and the 
weight room ". The most common responses however were indoor activities that were 
one-on-one and not organized sports. This, in addition to those activities listed above, 
included board games and watching TV. One youth mentioned the "guitar", one youth 
spoke about "baking" and one youth stated that staff will do "anything they can ". 
In contrast, youth descriptions of recreational activities were more active and 
inclusive in the Safer institutions. Passages referred to staff engaging youth in "all 
activities" and indicated that they valued staff participation: "staffparticipation makes 
activities better". Numerous passages refer to staff engagement of youth in sports 
activities such as volleyball, baseball, kickball, gym, weight room, swim program, 
hockey, basketball, ping pong, soccer, floor hockey and catch. They indicated that they 
were both indoor and outdoor sports. A variety of other recreational activities were 
mentioned such as chess tournaments, pool, arts and crafts, bingo, B.B.Q's, dancing, 
"hanging out with staff', outings, going for walks, cross-country tournaments, organized 
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games, cards and rented movies. No youth in this group spoke about watching 
television. 
Program Activities. 
There was a dramatic difference in the nature and extent of programmatic 
activities between the responses of youth participants in the Less Safe and the Safer 
institutions. There was no mention of organized programmatic activities in the Less Safe 
institutions, nor were there unsolicited comments about the school program within the 
institution. 
In the Safer institutions, however, the description by youth of the breadth of 
programmatic opportunities available and the nature of their interest and involvement in 
the activities was expansive. Programs mentioned were: 
• vocational programs such as auto shop, kitchen or laundry duties, Job 
Connect, safety training certificate program, cooking class, "chopping 
down trees on snowmobile paths in the community for the Ministry", 
"raking leaves in the community" 
• interpersonal programs such as life skills, anger management, On Track, 
A.A. (Alcoholics Anonymous), N.A.(Narcotics Anonymous), NACL 
(Community Living Swim Program, mentally or physically handicapped 
respite program), children's hospital program ("Sex and Drugs") 
• cultural or religious programs such as Bible Study, Religious Study, 
Church, Chapel, the Native Program or access to volunteers from various 
cultural or religious groups from the community. Volunteers taught ESL 
in one institution 
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Youth participants in this group described the community-based programs with 
enthusiasm. These programs offered pro-social skill training, self-mastery, role-
modeling and empathy development, as apparent in the following passages. 
> on-track recognized who you were as a person... gave suggestions, was an eye-
opener as to where you would end up - made you do a lot of inner soul searching 
- drugs and alcohol were my biggest problems - get to hear guys share their 
stories - makes you question yourself a lot 
> "NACL Swim Program — most meaningful...you can make someone happy for 
five minutes, you ask them if they want a and there is a smile on their 
face ...it's a great feeling 
> "NA CL... most helpful program... like it because it offers me a chance to help out 
Extracurricular programs were incentive-based such that youth strived to have the 
additional opportunities. 
> during quiet hour, open gym but you have to be on a higher level 
> have to have level 3 to get into the work training program 
Program availability was rotated to ensure equitable participation and youth 
appreciated this, "pretty fair because rotate". Furthermore, youth would lose points if 
they did not participate in some form of extracurricular programming and staff 
negotiated recreational contracts with youth to emphasize and encourage their 
participation. The school program was described as a significant part of the youth's 
overall plan of care. Youth described excelling in institutional school programs because 
of the small class size and the one-on-one attention that they received as follows: 
> / have 28 credits and was going to night school (here), I will probably leave here 
with a diploma 
> most meaningful is school; it gets done, I need it 
> it's closest to real school as you can get 
> they have all the compulsory credits you can have - I'll need some because I want 
to attend university 
> / like the environment, only got six or eight guys in class, it's quiet and help is 
one-on-one, don't have to compete with everyone 
> wish I could stay and take the course, grade 10, got to actually work on a car 
> school is getting me back on track, makes the time go faster 'cause you 're busy 
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> you get more out of being taught here than in other schools 
School programs offered additional opportunities such as a computer drafting 
program, a music room with guitar lessons, singing and "writing music ", "playing base " 
and a night school. 
Overall, staff engagement of youth through recreation, organized programs or 
school had an impact on youth and their own sense of personal wellbeing. Youth in Safer 
institutions described the nature of staff engagement as "more one-on-one and go at 
your own pace ", " staff encourage you and overall they 're pretty active ", "new things 
you try, staff give you current training and stuff" and "staff teach you ". In contrast, in 
the Less Safe institutions, participants spoke of the lack of engagement in programs or 
activities by staff as "they do their thing... cards sometimes ", "just sit and watch " and 
"do stuff for you... minimal". Youth gave a rationale for the lack of meaningful 
engagement by staff as: "Staffgotta be aware of us, so they can 'tplay sports. " The 
differences in the two sets of institutional environments were dramatic. 
Relational Features of Staff. 
Youth in Less Safe institutions appreciated fairness and flexibility on the part of 
staff. They spoke of staff on the one hand as "doing their job " and "going through 
proper channels " to resolve a problem and on the other hand, "giving chances " and 
"letting you get away with stuff". They sought after staff who "give you stuff" ox "do 
stuff with you " as a symbol of encouragement or support. The most identified attribute 
of staff was the ability "to listen", "to talk to kids" and to genuinely "get to know 
them". 
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Youth in Safer institutions described staff as involved, active and sincere about 
their desire to help. They spoke of staff as "being therefor you " and "not giving up ". It 
was felt that "staff treat you like they want to be treated", with respect, tmstworthiness 
and no judgment. One participant reflected "you can tell she cares, she is like my mom ". 
This caring and respectful approach allows youth "to be open ". 
Youth elaborated on the value of humor in staffs approach to youth. Staff 
cajoled youth into doing their chores, negotiated consequences through light 
interchanges, worked along side of youth and were easier to talk to when "you 're 
down ". Many youth reported that flexibility on the part of staff (i.e. "not too strict") 
allowed youth to be more trusting. Youth enjoyed collaborating with staff as they 
participated in activities and responsibilities at the institution. 
The Use of Power and Control Tactics by Staff. 
Youth in both groups described attitudes and interactions with staff which they 
perceived as unnecessary and non-supportive. They believe that these behaviors 
undermine their relationships with staff and their level of comfort in the institution. 
Some youth in Less Safe institutions described staff as disrespectful, judgmental 
and lacking fairness in the management of youth behavior. They identified that some 
staff yell, scream, are moody and at times, act inappropriately. 
> some push your buttons 
> sometimes they could be pretty harsh, try to give you a hard time 
> some staff don't have any respect for any of us, I'm not saying jail should be 
comfortable or there 'd be no incentive to stay out but respect still needs to be 
there 
> / don't like the way they dis your family sometimes 
> when they come in, in a bitchy mood, take it out on us because we can't do 
anything about it 
> some don't let you speak they don't want to hear what you wanna say 
Keeping Kids Safe 150 
The predominant complaint of these youth respondents was that staff were rigid 
or harsh in their adjudication of consequences. They offered little flexibility and there 
was no ability to negotiate alternative approaches. Problem-solving was not an option 
and rules or consequences were imposed by staff arbitrarily. 
> there's a few who don't give you a second chance - that's the part I hate - you 
have to build relationships, you need supports, especially if you'11 be in for 
awhile 
> hiding behind level sheet 
> some are too strict and write levels for stupid stuff 
> when they try to be professional, stick to the book 
Youth described the staff as having "all the power and control" and taking 
advantage of that position. They portrayed some staff as authoritarian. 
> some boss you around, give you consequences even if you didn 't do nothing 
> they think they run the show - in here, they might have all power and control, out 
there, they don't - they say criminals want power and control, but they do (staff). 
> some staff think that they are 'all that' because they have keys and a radio 
> take advantage of control - want too much control 
Similarly, some youth in Safer institutions described staff's behavior as 
inappropriate, inconsistent or unfair. One youth reported an incident of retributive 
behaviour on the part of staff because the youth had made a complaint. The primary 
complaint, not unlike the Less Safe institutions, was that some staff demonstrated 
rigidity and inflexibility in their interactions with youth. They felt that at times, they 
were "too strict" in enforcing rules. 
> strict rules -feels like they 're watching me 
> when they go 'go by the book' 
> some are too strict 
There was inconsistency in the assignment of "levels" and consequences. 
> when they try to change the schedule to suit their needs 
> some are strict - not allowed to swear, sometimes they '11 let you off with it 
> they tell you they cannot do things but do not explain why 
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Youth also described staff as being empowered and using their authority 
arbitrarily. 
> some are rude, just come for money - if you want to talk to them, they 11 be 
sarcastic 
> stupid - think they can do whatever - empowered, feel tough - some of them will 
play fight 
> some feel need to follow rules to a 'T', some go on power trips, abuse power, 
some take it out on us when they are pissed off- supposed to be in bed by 11:00 -
11:30 unwritten rule and we 're allowed to stay up and watch TV until 11:30 -
one staff came in pissed off and told us to go to bed at 11:00 - this is unheard of, 
later told me they were pissed off, power trip - horrible 
> some like to power trip 
> sometimes they become control freaks, power tripping 
> always on a power trip, think they 're special because they have the keys and 
radios 
Casual staff members were identified as being unfamiliar with the rules and were 
stricter. 
> some staff don't know the rules, especially casual staff 
> floating staff are different. They put you in your room for very little reason 
> regular staff do extra things for you, more interaction 
> some don't know the rules 
D. Overall Summary 
The two groups of youth from sites perceived as Less Safe and Safer had 
differing perceptions of safety and experience of peer violence within the institutions. 
This was illustrated through their descriptions of the nature of peer aggression, strategies 
for coping with that aggression, impressions of the role staff played in protecting youth 
and youth engagement by staff. 
Youth participants in the Less Safe institutions were faced with the trauma of 
actual victimization, coupled with the stress of potential victimization. This 
undoubtedly had a deleterious effect on their wellbeing as indicated in their expressions 
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of anxiety and fears. In contrast, proportionately more participants in the Safer 
institutions expressed fewer fears of being hurt and a greater sense of safety. 
Furthermore, they offered reassurances of their safety and attributed this to the proactive 
intervention by staff. 
Youth in Less Safe institutions felt that violence was inevitable; there was no 
protection from violence and they discussed escape. They worried about their personal 
safety and were afraid to report their fears to staff or peers as it would violate the "code" 
or show weakness which would attract victimization. In contrast, youth in Safer 
institutions felt safe which they attributed to staff vigilance and ability to protect them. 
Furthermore, youth in Less Safe institutions reported direct experience and witnessing of 
peer aggression such as fights, threatening with a weapon, serious injuries and group 
violence. They offered graphic examples. They spoke of seeking opportunities to assault 
others at times and in locations that prevented them from being detected. Getting caught 
carried high costs in terms of institutional sanctions such as segregation from peers or 
criminal charges. Youth in Safer institutions rarely referred to fights and were more 
concerned about indirect violence such as "punking off'. They sought staff intervention 
to remedy this aggression. 
With regard to the victimization of peers, youth in Less Safe institutions ridiculed 
or shifted responsibility for the violence to the victim. Some respondents declared that 
the victim brought the abuse on themselves. Youth in the Safer institutions responded 
with empathy and once again, relied on staff intervention to neutralize the interaction and 
set boundaries. 
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There appeared to be greater tolerance for harassment based on race, ethnicity, 
culture, special needs, sexual orientation and sexual harassment (than for direct 
aggression) across institutions. This was striking, particularly when considering the 
words of the youth in the Safer institutions. The minimization of this behaviour by both 
youth and staff clearly demonstrated a lack of sensitivity and empathy for those youth 
being victimized. Furthermore, there was evidence that on occasion, the victims of the 
taunting were held accountable for the harassing behaviour of others. This amplifies the 
inappropriateness and the entrenched nature of discrimination within the institutional 
culture. The lack of staff intervention appeared confounding for youth. They were 
confused by the staff tolerance and overt participation in the harassment. This 
complicity appeared to condone the behaviour on the part of the offending youth. 
Youth report fear of peer aggression whether they have experienced violence 
directly, witnessed peer aggression in the institution or perceived violence to be a 
possibility due to an alleged history of violence in that institution. Two alternative 
strategies are used by youth in order to address this fear and personally protect 
themselves. One approach is to fight back and the other is to avoid violence. Avoiding 
peer aggression was achieved by withdrawing from the group, presenting as tough, or 
leaving the environment. Youth in the Less Safe institutions described aggression 
directed at peers and staff; demonstrated their "tough guy" bravado, brandished weapons 
and planned escapes. These youth appeared anxious and hyper-vigilant. Youth in the 
Safer institutions would present as getting "tough" but rarely acted on this in terms of 
actual fighting. These youth spoke of going to their room as a self-imposed isolation 
from the group or kept to themselves to avoid altercations. Furthermore, they described 
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"numbing out" as an internalizing avoidant coping strategy (McCorkle, 1992; Ireland, 
2002). Both groups adhered to the unwritten rule or informal institutional code "no 
ratting". Violation of this rule led to being ostracized or victimized. 
Youth in the Less Safe institutions felt that the responsibility for their own 
personal safety rested with them. They could not rely on staff intervention or protection. 
In contrast, youth in the Safer institutions sought staff out for protection and alerted them 
to potentially dangerous situations. They had confidence in staffs ability to protect them 
and felt it was their role and duty. Youth in Less Safe institutions recommended 
improved staff supervision whereas youth respondents in the Safer institutions felt that 
staff intervened proactively and were able to predict potential violence by observation of 
group dynamics. 
Youth in the Less Safe institutions could describe the escalated sequence of 
consequences for violence or poor behaviour. Staff appeared to be anxious to escalate 
interventions for relatively minor infractions or to "teach a lesson". They spoke of 
extreme examples of the use of intrusive measures to manage and contain youth such as 
pepper spray, hurtful restraints, the use of the emergency team, and a unit lockdown. 
They appeared anxious about these interventions. These youth also did not resist 
compliance to the rules of custody etiquette. These rules related to a rigid code of 
behaviour that was managed through clear lines of authority. At the same time, these 
youth reported manipulative means to get positive staff attention and rewards. This 
demonstrates overt conformity and covert deviance (Feld, 1981). 
Youth in Safer institutions on the other hand, described less serious consequences 
for poor behaviour such as time-out in their room or a loss of points. They understood 
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the routines involved in escalating an intervention and were clear on the expectations 
when this occurred. Youth were matter-of-fact in their description of these events and 
circumstances. Charging as a practice to deter peer violence was acknowledged as 
effective. Rules for custody etiquette related to respecting others, rules of social 
discourse and social conformity. Co-operation was encouraged and rewards were 
offered for compliance. 
Engagement is the single most important part of rehabilitation. Informal 
staff/youth collaboration, problem-solving, and day-to-day interactions are critical for the 
management and care of youth in institutions. There appeared to be adherence to 
relationship custody which is now widely acknowledged as an effect or approach to 
youth justice (Roush, 1996). 
Youth in Safer institutions were engaged in a broad range of recreational, sports 
and programmatic activities. These activities were organized group activities such as 
sports and game tournaments or informal opportunities for staff to engage youth in 
dialogue such as walks, outings or BBQs. There was no mention of watching television. 
Youth described staff as active, enthusiastic and valued their participation. Youth were 
offered rewards and incentives to encourage their interest and involvement. The most 
common activities for youth in Less Safe institutions were indoor games that were 
largely unorganized such as television, cards and board games. 
In the Safer institutions, youth described interactive relationships with staff that 
were participatory, open and caring. Youth received assistance and advice in their day-
to-day activities and were able to negotiate the consequences of some behaviour by 
taking responsibility for it. This was useful in the development of problem-solving and 
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conflict-resolution skills. They were able to be open with staff as they had relationships 
built on trust, respect and mutuality. They identified staff as role models that they would 
talk to about their concerns including peer violence. 
Youth in Less Safe institutions also valued staff who listened and talked to kids. 
They viewed staff relationships with some ambivalence and felt that relationships were 
not necessarily built on a principle of quid pro quo. Youth participants in both Less Safe 
and Safer institutional settings spoke about the propensity for rigidity in the assignment 
of levels, points and consequences by staff. Some staff were viewed as harsh, 
authoritarian and judgmental and imposed overly regimented rules in a threatening 
manner. This was described by youth as the misuse of power and control. Overall, 
youth participants described their perception of safety, their experience of the range of 
peer aggression strategies, factors that contributed to their protection and coping 
strategies they used to mediate the aggression. When comparing the two sets of 
institutions, youth participants described their experiences differently. Figure 6.2 
illustrates these differences. 
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Figure 6.2. 
Comparative Analysis of Less Safe and Safer Institutions 
Less Safe Safer 
Youth Experience of Peer Harassment and Aggression 
• evidence of extreme forms of peer 
aggression (group-on-one fights, 
threatening with a weapon, sexual 
assault/harassment, harassment based 
on special needs) 
• serious injuries sustained as a result 
of fighting 
• routine exposure to range of peer 
aggression reinforced it as part of an 
accepted institutional lifestyle 
• oppositional peer culture 
• punking off is a primary form of peer 
aggression 
• evidence of threatening, coercion and 
harassment 
• witnessing of fights reported 
• minimal evidence of injuries 
• status gained through peer subculture 
• protective element to peer interactions 
Coping Strategies 
• avoidant strategies for self-protection 
similar to inmate code 
• avoid staff involvement 
• use of externalizing, aggressive 
strategies that are offensive and 
retaliatory as the primary means of 
self-protection 
• minimization through shifting 
responsibility or blaming the victim 
• AWOL as a means to escape the 
environment 
• youth conformity to custodial codes 
and rules 
• deviant methods utilized by youth to 
gain status and manipulate staff 
• use of internalizing avoidant strategies 
for self-protection which are self-
imposed 
• use of defensive tough guy bravado for 
self-protection 
• compliance to "no ratting" code 
• turn to staff for protection of self or 
others as necessary 
• conformed to social norms as code of 
behaviour 
• compliance to staff demands 
• assist peers 
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Figure 6.2., Cont'd. 
Role of Staff in Protecting Youth 
• inability to rely on staff for 
intervention in unsafe circumstances 
• staff turned a blind eye to forms of 
harassment and aggression 
• staff intervene proactively to protect 
youth 
Staff Intervention 
• the escalation of interventions by 
staff to the use of more intrusive 
measures for minor infractions or to 
"teach a lesson" 
• the overuse of intrusive measures for 
behavioural management, security 
and social control 
• rigidity in the application of rules and 
consequences by staff 
• use of rewards and incentives 
• pro-social role modelling 
• clarity in rules and expectations 
• escalation of intervention to the use of 
intrusive measures when there was a 
risk of injury to self or others 
Program Features 
• recreational, sports and program 
activities are unorganized and do not 
require staff-youth interaction 
• broad range of meaningful 
recreational and program activities 
that are organized and engage youth as 
active participants 
Relational features of Staff 
• ambivalent staff/youth relationships 
• staff viewed by youth as indifferent, 
unhelpful and untrustworthy 
• some staff viewed as authoritarian 
• formal, collaborative relationships 
with staff 
• staff viewed as caring, open, 
enthusiastic and trustworthy 
• staff promote insight, self-awareness, 
empathy and problem-solving 
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CHAPTER 7 
YOUTH INVOLVED IN THE CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM 
Introduction 
The quantitative analysis identified the link between youth involvement in the 
child welfare system and their perception of safety while residents of youth justice 
institutions. The following is a summary of the findings that are central to the qualitative 
analysis that follows: 
• one-half (51.1 %) of all youth participants had some involvement in the child 
welfare system 
• one-quarter (24.7%) of all youth participants reported current involvement in the 
child welfare system 
• forty-two percent (42.4%) of all youth participants had been placed in an out-of-
home residential setting by child welfare authorities 
• sixty-eight percent (68.0%) of youth participants with a history of child welfare 
involvement were in youth justice institutions which were perceived as Less Safe 
In order to better understand these findings, a second thematic analysis of the 
youth interviews was undertaken. Data was grouped for analysis according to child 
welfare involvement of the youth participants, one group having a history of child 
welfare involvement and one group with no history of child welfare involvement. These 
two groups were subdivided into Less Safe and Safer institutions. The resultant four 
groups are: child welfare involved (Less Safe institutions), no child welfare involvement 
(Less Safe institutions), child welfare involved (Safer institutions), no child welfare 
involvement (Safer institutions). (Table 7.1) 
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Passages were analyzed using the same categories and themes that emerged in the 
overall analysis of Safer and Less Safe institutions: perception of safety, evidence of 
peer aggression or harassment, coping strategies and the role of staff in protecting youth. 
New themes emerged which shed light on youth perception and experience in each of the 
four groups. Only key themes that were germane to each individual group of participants 
are discussed. Descriptions or thematic analysis available in the Less Safe/Safer 
institutions qualitative analysis were not repeated unless they were particularly relevant 
or meaningful to this set of analyses. These are discussed below. 
Child Welfare Involvement (Less Safe institutions): Emergent Themes 
Trauma Expectations 
Involvement in the child welfare system signals child maltreatment such as abuse 
or neglect. This history sensitizes young people to traumatic expectations which may 
include expectations of re-occurrence of threat, of failure of protective interventions or of 
helplessness (Van der Kolk et al., 1996). 
Youth participants in this group made several references to witnessing or 
experiencing what they perceived to be sexual violations perpetrated by staff. Their 
distress was palpable as described in the following passages. 
> I don't mind the little rules but rules like strip search...make me feel like I want to 
hit staff, like I'm violated when they ask me to spread my arse 
> that one pervert teacher, I don't like him, the way he treats us 
> some female staff stares like she's fantasizing...freaks us out 
Other youth described being assaulted by another youth in front of staff with no 
intervention. The lack of intervention appeared as distressing as the incident. 
> right in front of staff and they wonder why I flip out 
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Other youth described sexually harassing or assaultive behaviour that they had 
witnessed. 
> but it (sexual assaults) happened, wedgies, people touch each other, going up the 
stairs, in the cubes 
> he touches his roommate - his roommate is probably scared to say something 
> someone masturbating, doing a peep show for someone...he got in trouble for it 
> a guy mooned me 
One youth described being approached by another youth for sexual favours. 
> some guy asked if he could give me head 
Youth in this group also described other forms of aggression that were directed at 
them. One youth described an incident in which he was the recipient of what was 
perceived as inappropriate physical aggression and coercion by a staff member. 
> some don't let you speak, they don't want to hear what you wanna say - they push 
you around to get information, threaten to make you say something, harass the 
not-so-popular kid in the group - that happened to me, I got pushed against the 
desk, against the wall for information 
Other youth spoke of personal injuries sustained during the use of physical 
restraints by staff. 
> I broke my knuckle; I had a bad sore neck 
> broke my elbow 
~> they stepped on my neck when I jumped out of the van 
> hit with a shield 
y staff restrain too hard 
Description of direct experience with intrusive interventions and resultant injuries 
was not evident in the interviews with non-child welfare involved participants who were 
living in the same residential settings. Disclosure to adults by youth about staff 
behaviour is inconsistent with the inmate code (Sykes, 1958; Edgar & O'Donnell, 1999). 
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Table 7.1 
Child Welfare Involvement by Type of Institution (Frequency and Percent) 
Institution Type 
Less Safe 
Safer 
Total 
Child Welfare Involvement 
Yes 
34 
12 
46 
No 
16 
31 
47 
Total 
50 
43 
93 
See Table 5.3 for percentages and chi-square reporting 
Youth will more typically refer to incidents that they have witnessed as opposed 
to personal disclosure. This is to shield themselves from retribution or reprisals (Finlay, 
1992, 2006). Nonetheless, child welfare involved youth participants were anxious to 
speak about experiences that had a direct personal impact. 
Vigilance 
Youth participants who had child welfare involvement and were in Less Safe 
institutions exhibited heightened vigilance to peer dynamics and staff interventions 
compared to their non-child welfare involved peers. There were fourteen references to 
group dynamics by these participants and no direct reference made by youth participants 
who were non-child welfare involved. These youth participants were concerned about 
their safety in the context of the environmental milieu and peer subculture as indicated in 
the following passages. 
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> group can't be trusted 
> push each other's buttons 
y group unsafe 
> we 're on each other but we don't shut it down as much 
y group fighting during free time in the washroom - staff are being distracted 
> pick on weaker guys 
> cliques in here 
Furthermore, participants had an in-depth understanding of the group dynamics 
that was unique. The following passage is illustrative of their insight into the authority 
and power ascribed to the group by youth. 
> don't test limits, follow directions - when one person in the group says no, it's 
like the staff say no 
Youth participants described their interpretation of group dynamics as an 
observer as if they were watching from the outside. There was no description of their 
role in the context of the group, either as a member or as a leader. This is an indicator of 
observer vigilance. Equally as relevant, was youth's understanding and insight into the 
important role of staff vigilance to protect youth. Youth involved in child welfare and 
living in Less Safe institutions were themselves vigilant and in tune with the movements 
and actions of staff. They spoke of staff being aware of group dynamics and intervening 
to protect youth. 
> keep guys who are causing problems away from the group 
> they usually see what goes on 
> it's basically impossible to fight in here without staff finding out 
They indicated that at times, staffs ability to protect youth was compromised by 
poor sightlines and youth manipulation of the circumstances. 
> set it up so you 're far from staff 
> get hit where staff can't see 
> where staff can't hear 
Staff "knowing but not acting" was another theme. 
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> people should stop turning a blind eye to things 
Finally, youth's capacity for insight into staff behaviour and their investment in a 
safer environment was demonstrated in the following passages. 
> staff want safety for us and for them 
> couldn 't be safer unless staff follows you around all day 
> tell you what happens before it happens 
Coping Strategies 
Acclimatization 
Youth participants in this group made numerous references to learning about the 
institutional environment and becoming accustomed to its condition as a necessary 
means to self-protection. It was another indication of this group's vigilance regarding 
institutional dynamics among group members and between youth and staff. It was also 
an indication of youth taking the calculated steps to manage their vulnerability within the 
milieu. Again, this group's insight was illustrated by the following passages. 
> if it's your first time here, I don't think you could feel safe - there's two staff 
watching 10- 15 people, so they can't monitor everywhere perfectly - it depends 
on who you are, how you act - if you are mouthy, you might get punched out -
best off to get to know your layout before you start screwing around 
> just tell me to calm down, I do, I've been through the pepper spray and strapped 
in chairs and it's not worth it - staff knows us, we joke around - we know the 
jokes, new people wouldn 't understand - it's not necessary to tell all the time 
> just follow what everyone's doing, you '11 learn 
> pick up fast, watch, listen, learn 
> it took a couple of times until I knew what to do - learn to be tough 
> know what every single staff's expectations are and you '11 be okay, don't live by 
only one staff's rules 
Running Away 
Youth participants in Less Safe institutions, whether involved in the child welfare 
system or not, referred to running away from the institution to escape the "pains of 
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imprisonment" (Sykes, 1958). This group however, made specific reference to their own 
contemplation or attempt to run away. 
> I'm tempted but I think about my daughter 
> I tried to run 
> / was saying I was going to run 
Two youth made reference to institutional steps to deter running behaviour by 
"building brick walls" or "barbed wire fences". Youth are aware of the risks involved 
in running away but were "pushed" by the vulnerability they experienced within the 
institutional milieu (Kerr & Finlay, 2006). 
Defiance 
Youth presented with defiance and bravado in their words and in their aggressive 
actions. 
> broke my elbow - my fault, wouldn 't cooperate or move my arm 
> if you crossed the tape you 'd get an early bed, so I was standing close to it and 
the staff put her hand too close to my face, I smacked it away then she restrained 
me 
> I fought back, three on me. I took off the bathroom door and walked out 
> / was assaulting over and over again, wouldn't comply 
> just say, fuck off 
> my mouth, I mouth off a lot - almost all the kids in my cottage don't like me 
These passages represent disclosure by youth of their extreme acting out 
behaviours that resulted in injuries, alienation from peers or intrusive intervention by 
staff. These youth took relatively extraordinary actions in perpetrating violence. These 
were attempts to assert themselves through bravado and intimidation in order to 
strengthen their position and status within the milieu. This defiant posturing is often 
more indicative of vulnerability and concomitant anxiety, poor impulse control and poor 
conflict resolution skills. It appears that aggressive behaviours were a means of physical 
distancing that served as self-protective actions on the part of these participants. 
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The highly expressive and aggressive language of these youth exemplified the 
bravado and was again not consistent with the language of the group of youth 
participants in the same institution, but who were not involved in the child welfare 
system. 
> fuck off 
> tripped out 
> dissin 
> sounds sick 
> got blown in my room 
> pissed 
> mouth off 
> spread my arse 
Turn to Staff 
There was complexity to the relationships that youth developed with staff in these 
youth justice institutions. They indicated that they would not turn to staff for protection 
but wanted staff to initiate meaningful interaction that was nurturing and respectful. 
Youth believed that telling staff when they felt unsafe would result in intrusive 
institutional responses or put them at risk of being hurt. The risks were extreme, as 
follows: 
>• if you say anything, you 11 be known as a rat, and then on the outs, (you) could be 
stabbed, shot, whatever 
Youth participants qualified their responses by specifying that if their life was in 
danger or if others were at risk, they would then seek out staff support or intervention. 
Youth also indicated that they would speak to staff whom they felt close to or trusted. 
> the closer staff are to you, the more they '11 lecture - it's hard to leave once you 
gain a lot of trust for them, hope to see them on the outs 
There was greater depth to the description of relational features of staff/youth 
interactions and the significance of these relationships to youth, as follows. 
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> listen to you when you need to talk 
> the care and concern for residents, they try to help you, they feel for you 
Youth described poignantly how they aspired to attachments with staff if they 
were given the opportunity. They appreciated staff who initiated these opportunities 
with reciprocity and respect. 
> the ones (staff) / know like my family, they treat me with respect as long as I'm 
not screwing around - you build a relationship with them and you get attached 
differently 
> you have to build relationships, you need supports especially if you '11 be in for 
awhile 
> understand where you come from 
Youth participants also spoke of the value of relationships with staff in which 
they didn't feel judged. 
> some staff don't have respect for any of us. I'm not saying jail should be 
comfortable or there 'd be no incentive to stay out, but respect still needs to be 
there 
Introspection 
These youth with involvement in the child welfare system were unique compared 
to the overall sample of youth participants in terms of the depth of their self-reflection, 
introspection and insight. They struggled openly with their relationships with their peers 
and staff and with the deprivation of the milieu. Despite their "tough guy" bravado, 
these youth held themselves accountable for their behaviour and their own rehabilitation. 
They gave advice about making the most of a difficult situation. 
Avoidance was the primary coping strategy used by this group which was similar 
to their peers who had no child welfare involvement. However, these youth described 
being insular and introspective as follows - "being silent" or "quiet", "talking to 
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themselves " and "keeping it in ". This is in contrast to their peers who would avoid 
through physical withdrawal and "minding their own business ". 
Through self-reflection and introspection, these youth participants took 
responsibility for their behaviour and their self-development. They encouraged their 
peers to follow suit as illustrated in the passage below. 
> wondering why I did it, because I'm not that type of person - it was stupid of me 
> tell 'em straight, ask 'em; if they wanna change - how can they change if you 
don't wanna fail yourself- stay outtajail, man - why 're you in here - because of 
your friends - are you angry at your friends-leave 'em; at yourself? Try to feel 
proud of yourself, working, volunteer work. " 
> you make things as hard as you want 'em 
> don't screw around, help yourself 
> don't come back, grow up, this isn 't a place to live, your adolescent years are 
wasted here - grow up 
In summary, youth participants with a history of child welfare involvement who 
were living in Less Safe institutions were sensitized and vigilant to victimization by both 
staff and peers due to their own history of maltreatment. They reported the witnessing 
and experiencing of victimization more frequently than their non-child welfare involved 
peers. Their need to acclimatize to the environment is further evidence of their hyper-
vigilance, anxiety and need for self-protection. Their defiant facade and bravado served 
as a protective outer cloak. Interestingly, they would not approach staff for protection 
but longed for meaningful relationships with staff that were nurturing and parental. They 
themselves used words such as "attachment". These youth were insightful, introspective 
and thoughtful in their responses and their advice to their peers. 
No Child Welfare Involvement (Less Safe Institutions) 
Youth participants who did not have a history of involvement in the child welfare 
system described their lived experiences in Less Safe youth justice institutions 
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differently than those youth participants who had child welfare involvement. They were 
circumspect and prosaic in their representation. It appears that they had resigned 
themselves to the fact that they had a limited ability to influence the institutional culture. 
They understood formal institutional expectations of them as well as the unwritten rules 
and inmate code that required adherence and conformity. Explanations or narratives 
were directed with rninimal personal disclosure. 
Institutionalization 
Institutionalization, unlike acclimatization refers to the adoption of institutional 
practices in order to survive in the institutional environment. Acclimatization is the 
process of understanding the environment in order to become accustomed to its 
conditions but not necessarily to adopt the language, roles or practices of the institution 
as your own. Acclimatization may lead to institutionalization but that is not necessarily 
an outcome. Institutionalization indicates an acceptance and dependency on the 
institution and would take place after a longer period of incarceration. Acclimatization 
refers to learning and understanding the institutional culture at admission and early in the 
incarceration period. 
Youth participants described the lack of safety within the institution as the 
reality. 
> nothing can be done - if someone wants to get you, there is always a way 
> there are bigger guys than me who just want to start things 
Youth spoke of personal risks that they faced because of the nature of the 
institutional environment. The availability of contraband materials that could potentially 
be used as weapons and the potential of contracting sexually transmitted diseases were 
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perceived as real risks. Youth participants felt that the necessary precautions to protect 
them were not in place. Their comments reflect a sense of urgency and vigilance. 
> used shavers aren 't locked away - you could steal one and use it to steal a car or 
rob a store - now the coke cans and razors have been taken away, but they can be 
found like the cans are, in the recycling bin - where the razors are locked, you 
could easily crack open the lock - there should be less access to shovels and 
crowbars - there's lots of metal stuff 
> you should be tested for HTV/STD 's before you live with a bunch of guys 
Youth participants described the extraordinary measures that would have to be 
taken for there to be adequate protection. These measures were acknowledged as 
unrealistic but are reflective of their sense of powerlessness. 
> locked in room 24 hours a day 
> all rats in one unit, they cause problems, all murderers in one unit -people who 
don't care in another unit with more precautions -people just doing their time 
another unit - people with long sentences in another unit so they don't get 
bothered 
Compliance 
Youth with no child welfare background in Less Safe institutions, placed 
emphasis on compliance to rules and expectations of peers and the institution. They 
also stressed that they needed to do what was necessary to survive in the environment 
and stay safe. The paramount rule was "never tell on people". Lack of adherence to this 
rule resulted in reprisals directed at the youth. 
> don't tell on people - main rule - never tell 
> won't rat on staff or anyone 
> labelled as a rat - they always have to act 
Youth described the need to follow expectations in order to make the time in the 
institution easier. This can be achieved through conforming. 
Conforming 
> "just check him, tell him to do what's expected of you 
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> follow the expectations - you can make your time easy... hard here 
> do what the staff tell you to do 
> complied with them 
> get along with everybody, don't cause problems 
Other youth spoke of manipulating the rules or the staff who enforce them in 
order to feign compliance. 
Manipulation 
> if I say what they wanna hear, it '11 go a lot easier 
> don't rat, don't tell on anyone; be yourself; don V lie to other youth but okay to 
lie to staff; if you can't hold your own, shut your mouth; don't argue with staff-
you won't win 
> if you can make the staff laugh four times a day, you '11 get your level 4 
Youth indicated that they would not tell staff if they felt unsafe due to the 
resultant repercussions and consequences. This may appear to be noncompliance. 
Youth felt that disclosure to staff would "make it a bigger deal then it is and make it 
worse ". Potential institutional consequences were cited such as "lock us down ", 
"discipline " or "investigation. Staff escalation of the situation would exacerbate the 
youth's fear of reprisals from peers for "ratting". The dilemma for youth in Less Safe 
institutions is that reporting safety concerns to staff for their intervention and protection 
could intensify safety concerns for those youth due to the inmate code. Adherence to the 
peer subculture appeared to supersede compliance to institutional or staff expectations. 
Youth participants in this group, when describing attributes of staff, made 
reference to staff "doing their job well"; "gotta do their job "; "go through the proper 
channels". These passages are a further indication of the value placed on compliance. 
Youth valued staff conformity to the institutional expectations. Furthermore, youth 
participants complained about staff who appeared to take advantage of the authority of 
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their position and arbitrarily consequence youth or use their power to control youth 
unfairly as follows. 
> write people up when they shouldn 't be 
> some staff ride you and give you levels 
> some staff think they are all that because they have keys and the radio 
Youth participants also could make the distinction between casual and permanent 
staff. They felt that the casual staff were more likely to overuse their power and 
authority as a way of compensating for not being as familiar with the institutional 
expectations. 
> casuals - do things differently, cause problems, don't know youth enough, 
institution routine 
> new casuals - strict people 
Finally, one youth described a situation which conjured up an image of a "boot 
camp" style interchange between a staff and an inmate as the staff in a militaristic, 
imposing manner exerted his authority over the youth. 
> some staff are really nasty, scream at you, right in your face, you can feel their 
spit on your lips 
In summary, youth participants in this group emphasized the need for compliance 
to formal and informal rules of the institution and the peer subculture at every level. 
This was achieved by youth through adherence to the rules, through manipulation or the 
use of coercion. When the rules of the peer subculture intersected with institutional 
expectations, the inmate code was paramount. 
Child Welfare Involvement (Safer Institutions) 
This group of youth participants had a history of involvement in the child welfare 
system and were residing in youth justice institutions that they perceived as Safer 
environments. As discussed earlier, most youth participants in Safer institutions felt safe 
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and attributed this to staff vigilance and proactive intervention. They viewed staff 
engagement of youth as meaningful and active with a broad range of recreational and 
programmatic opportunities. 
Trauma Expectations 
These youth for the most part, felt that the environment "couldn 't be safer" and 
"didn 't worry ". However, there were responses from youth that indicated that peer 
aggression was inevitable and they were powerless to prevent any reoccurrence of the 
threat of aggression within the environment. 
> there are enough bullies still 
> nothing, there is only so much people can do 
> you '11 heal -1 mean fighting is part of nature...if you 're in here for some time, 
you '11 heal, God will heal you 
Youth felt that staff didn't adequately protect victims and should provide support 
and guidance due to their sense of helplessness. 
> "Staff around but not hear; know it's (verbal harassment on race) going on but 
don't do anything major - staff not intervene - victims remove themselves from 
the group, should go talk to kids to see how they feel and the effect of the name-
calling - youth do not know what to do. " 
Although these youth participants appreciated the interactive and rehabilitative 
nature of the institutional milieu, one youth believed that he would be more protected if 
physical elements of a correctional environment were available as follows. 
> "put bars on cells - make if feel more safe 
As in the child welfare involved group (Less Safe institutions), youth participants 
in this group made reference to peer aggression based on sexual offending behaviour. 
Attention was given to sex offenders and the retaliatory treatment that they received by 
youth in the institution. There was apparent ambivalence toward these perpetrators. 
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They made reference to sex offenders being harassed and victimized and demonstrated 
some empathy in their statements for the perpetrators as victims. At the same time, they 
rationalized their victimization by attempting to personalize the perpetrators behaviour. 
This dynamic is illustrated in the following passages. 
> yeah, some people... sex offenders usually get beaten up a lot - staff let this go 
when they see people pick on those people -physical threats... stuff like that 
> obviously (he gets picked on), if a kid has a sexual assault charge or is a 
diddler...might not be in here for it, but did it in the past 
> sex offenders... they 're not treated very well, they get punched off and harassed a 
lot one I hear most often is, I have a sister and if you had a sister how would you 
feel if this kid raped your sister 
Youth participants spoke of a historical incident of sexual assault that they 
reported during the interview as described earlier. 
> heard about a kid getting raped in a shower in January 
> that's why the washrooms have a window so they can see inside, a year and a 
half ago, some guy got raped in there 
Only one youth reported witnessing sexual harassment by peers within the 
institution. Although he minimized the interaction as "joking around, " he did indicate 
that the victim of the harassment needed to take active steps to avoid it as follows: 
> I've seen it happen, they 're just joking around, they 11 go up to someone in line 
and say just touch it, just rub it please', usually the kids will just get away from 
them by getting out of line 
Finally, one youth participant disclosed that it was difficult for him to avoid 
interactions with "empowered" staff. He felt coerced into play fighting at times when he 
didn't want to engage in that type of staff/youth interaction. It appears that he felt 
violated by the touching that was an integral part of this kind of interplay. An obvious 
interpretation of this passage is that this youth feels victimized and is unable to avoid 
these circumstances due to his disempowered position with certain staff. 
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Coping Strategies 
Staff Guidance 
There were very few references to "getting tough" for self-protection or a need 
for compliance to the peer subculture. Youth however spoke frequently about their 
dependence on staff for guidance. Although there didn't appear to be a set regimen or 
rules, youth followed staff direction and understood the consequences for 
noncompliance. 
> no set rules - do as staff say - if they give you an order, you have to do it, you get 
OP (off program) 
y follow staff direction - if you question them, they get pissed 
> / don't know, it comes by flow here, they tell you this and that 
y you have to be good and earn points 
Staff were viewed as proactive in protecting youth. 
> certain staff can help you out, they can keep an eye out for you 
> they (fights) are broken up pretty quick - in here they won't let you do it, they '11 
break it up 
The milieu was perceived by some youth as different from a typical correctional 
environment with institutional rules and expectations. They reported the therapeutic 
value of the staff. 
> for crying out loud, we are pampered -1 appreciate it - this is more a social 
worker 'sjob 
> it's a good place to help you 
> some staff talk to you about your problems 
Furthermore, informal collaboration between staff and youth was evident in 
youth problem solving and conflict resolution efforts. 
> they 're funny, not rude, sometimes they are but they 're joking; if you get in 
trouble they help to minimize consequences 
Youth also viewed particular staff as nurturing parents. 
Keeping Kids Safe 176 
> you can tell she cares, she's like my mom 
One youth spoke about elevating his voice if staff were not listening in order to 
ensure that he had their attention. Parents teach young children to use their voice to alert 
adults in order to protect themselves from abuse. The passage below reflects a similar 
strategy to affect a similar outcome in an institutional setting. 
> I'd talk to whatever staff's gonna listen; if they are not willing to listen, I'd do it 
some other way, I'd yell it out 
This type of escalation strategy would not be tolerated in typical youth justice settings 
that follow a more correctional model. 
In summary, youth participants with a history of child welfare involvement 
residing in safer youth justice institutions expressed vigilance regarding the reoccurrence 
of threat, particularly related to a sexual offending behaviour. This fear of re-
victimization was also evident in their description of their sense of helplessness related 
to peer aggression. They sought staff protection for victims and turned to staff for 
guidance and direction in mastering the day-to-day interactions within the institution. 
They appreciated opportunities for meaningful relationships with staff that promoted 
voice, self-mastery, problem solving and attachment. 
No Child Welfare Involvement (Safer Institutions) 
The Safer institutions attempted to balance the security and rehabilitation within 
the institutional setting. As indicated earlier, there were vocational and educational 
goals, therapeutic models of programming, pro-social skill development and meaningful 
interactive staff/youth relationships, all of which are consistent with an organizational 
ideology of rehabilitation (Feld, 1981; Ellis, 1997; Leschied et al., 1997; Howells, 2000). 
At the same time, as previously indicated, there was emphasis on obedience, respect for 
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authority and submission to external controls (Feld, 1981; Finlay & Snow, 2005). It was 
apparent through the voices of the youth participants in this group that they understood 
the reality that they were residing in a "jail". That lived experience translated to an acute 
awareness of the interpersonal risks in the peer subculture and the requirement for 
institutional rules and compliance to them. This was in contrast to their peers residing in 
the same institutions who had a history of involvement in the child welfare system and 
who tended to focus less on institutional expectations and more on the relational aspects 
of the environment. 
The Reality of Jail 
Youth participants who had no history in the child welfare system and were 
residing in Safer institutions made comparisons between the facility that they were 
presently living in and other facilities in which they had been incarcerated. The 
comparisons were based on their perception of safety and what elements in the 
environment contributed to that safety as explained in the following passages. 
> the jail is like range in (other facility), pretty safe place. - keeping an eye on 
washrooms and bedrooms would make it safer 
> safest facility, good food, lots of rights, don't need to ask about rights, you get 
them 
> it's better than pretty much all the others 
> noplace unsafe, different from (other facility named) 
Regardless of their apparent feelings of safety, relative to other institutions, these 
youth expressed ambivalence about the ability of any correctional institution to keep kids 
safe. Furthermore, they were able to pinpoint the hot spots and the specific facility 
features that undermined the safety of the environment. They were clearly watchful and 
attentive but not convinced that potentially dangerous circumstances could be effectively 
intercepted. 
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> lam not sure I know what you mean by 'safe '...room is the safest, not allowed in 
others but it's possible - doors don't lock - gym - not safe, because people can 
hurt you with poles from the weight equipment - I don't think it can get any safer 
than this 
> washroom not safe - the fight will take too long to break up - if trying to punch 
someone off, staff can't hear - outside not safe, go behind sheds and tennis area -
rooms not safe, the doors are not locked, would be safer if they were locked -
classrooms not safe because no staff, so if you 're in academic, they have to call 
crisis and it takes two minutes to get there - gym safe - kitchen not safe, a lot of 
cutlery - took the staff a long time to break it up and they could have used cutlery, 
they didn 't but they could have = school safe - no way to make it safer, it's a jail 
> guards are usually around, they will try to break up fights - lots of fights - school 
is safe - they don't really have Admission and Discharge Unit but could call it 
that - safest place for someone that can't take care of self but can still be reached 
if person want to - this is the safest place I have been 
It appears that these youth rationalized the reasons why they should feel safe 
based on their experience in more dangerous environments. However, when this 
perception of safety was juxtaposed with the jail-like reality in which they lived, their 
ambivalence was heightened. They were resigned to the lack of safety in the milieu and 
felt that this was as good as it gets. 
Peer Subculture 
This group demonstrated a depth to their understanding of group dynamics. They 
explained the unwritten codes and rules of the peer subculture. The rules, tactics and 
manoeuvres for taking canteen products and meals by force was described in detail as 
serves as a good example of the ability of youth in this group to use their understanding 
of group dynamics manipulatively and skilfully. 
> if I wanted to take someone 'sfood or hygiene stuff, easiest route is to hover 
around Staff Square when they aren 't looking and sneak in someone's room, 
hypothetically - guy who is here with me, we used to hover around and sneak into 
each other's room - you could use that talking to sneak up on other kid if you had 
malicious intent 
> anywhere — one person tells them when staff not around - send me your canteen 
or you know what happens - kids that happens to, staff limit what can get to 
prevent - not good for kids - can trade at own table but not across tables 
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> gambling with canteen - guards try to monitor gambling with meals- dice/cards 
Punking off served to acquire goods but also allowed youth to develop and 
maintain status based on dominance through the use of power and control. Status was 
also achieved through roles ascribed through hierarchal social rankings in the culture. 
Size, length of time in the institution and social acceptance would influence ranking but 
were all related to the youth's demonstrated ability to effectively coerce, harass, retaliate 
and promote aggression and bullying (Connell & Farrington, 1996; Ireland, 1999; 
Palmer & Farmer, 2002; Finlay, 2006) as illustrated in the following passages. 
> me and other guys in my area, we have been there longer and other residents 
leave us alone, more inclined to be nice or generous to us- I'm in upper class, 
sounds conceited, guys in middle don't get involved in other stuff- kids who are 
smaller or not therefor long, those kids would get picked on - lately haven't had 
anyone picked on for a change - in the past they were, just for he fact that the kid 
looked nerdy 
y need to belong to a group of big guys so people don't bother you 
Youth could use their status to manage the environment in a pro-social manner as 
well. 
> couple of nights ago, same thing happened - didn 't have to get physical, bullying 
kids for food, one resident in particular, he would use a kid to drop food off to 
bully but then would give part of meal -1 told him had to end, kid he was 
bullying was smaller, didn 'tfit, told him he had to stop and it ended -1 spoke to 
bully and asked him why he was doing it, he thought it was cool 
Youth were able to identify what groups of peers would be targeted and the 
reasons for the harassing behaviour. 
> groups of people that sit at same table, pick on them, they are immature, joke 
around all the time, they are weird 
> anything that has to do with sexual offences - treated worse, outcasts, won't sit 
with them, talk with them, they get assaulted 
Initiations that test youth who are newly admitted to the institution are described. 
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> might say to new kid, you owe me your noodle just to see if they can get 
something out of you, how soft you are or hard 
Youth participants gave advice on how to respond to this testing behaviour and 
coached youth on how to survive the environment. These passages are consistent with 
an inmate code prevalent in prison cultures. 
> talk to everyone, if some try to talk you into doing something, say 'no' and they '11 
leave you alone 
> not anything staff can teach you, things you have to learn yourself- how to stay 
out of fights, watch the words you use, don't get to attached to any inmate 
> we don't rat 
> do your time, get out, don't come back - that's all I have to say 
> do your own time, don't cause problems 
Coping Strategies 
Ambivalent Relationships with Staff 
Youth appeared to attribute their sense of safety to the protection provided by the 
presence of staff. Staff were visible and intervened to circumvent aggression or potential 
altercations. When staff were not visibly present, cameras monitored by staff took their 
place with a similarly effective impact on the protection of youth. 
> because there's staff to protect you 
> this is the only place I've been where I've seen one fight in a month, it's 
controlled - they (staff) do what they 're supposed to do, I think it's perfect the 
way it is 
> cafeteria - staff are seated at the corners during mealtime - school — can't leave 
class unless staff there 
> a lot of young kids coming through and staff are present if they mouth off 
> nothing wrong now because there's cameras around the building 
Youth were explicit that staff took measures to calm youth prior to escalating to 
intrusive interventions. There was no report by youth that staff gave warnings. Warning 
youth constituted a threat of physical coercion or the use of more intrusive interventions. 
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Calming a youth when he is disruptive or agitated represents a therapeutic crisis 
intervention strategy. The passages below are indicative of this style of de-escalation. 
> they try to get a staff who relates to youth more, they take lots of measures before 
bringing him to seg 
> staff will try and talk with resident, they will call IC and they will try to calm 
down situation, if he won't stop, then they will restrain him 
> / was restrained because freaking out/wigging out - staff tried to calm me down 
before 
One youth's ambivalence about the ability to de-escalate in the context of the 
institutional reality is clearly expressed below. 
y you can't calm somebody down when they 're beating somebody up 
Youth appreciated their relationship with staff, particularly related to recreational 
and program activities but analogous to youth descriptions of their experience and 
perceptions throughout these interviews, there was a sense of ambivalence. Their 
descriptions of their relationships with staff reflected a push/pull dynamic as exhibited in 
the following passage. 
y straightforward, listen if need to talk, won't laugh to make fun of you - staff are 
good - staff want to talk, find out and try to help you, sometimes don't want them 
in your face, sometimes they let me cool down then talk- is better than other 
places 
Youth wondered if staff were intimidated by some interactions between staff and 
youth. This has implications in terms of the youth's ability to trust staff to protect them 
from similar intimidating dynamics. 
y easy to get along with, they 're fair, they don't seem intimidated by some people, 
they don't act intimidated 
Youth also described their attempts to provoke staff. Staff did not appear to 
respond to this provocation which neutralized its impact. 
> staff hears them (youth) saying, 'should I burn him today' 
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One youth indicated that he would speak to whoever was available about an issue 
or problem. Attachment to a particular staff did not seem important to this youth. 
> call whoever wants to come out - seen Social Worker twice and Psychologist 
once 
The youth participants in this group demonstrated ambivalent relationships with 
staff. One youth was able to identify this relational dynamic with some clarity although 
he didn't articulate what he believed precipitated it. 
> more staff-to-student for guidance is needed - there is not enough of that, there 
seems to be a barrier between the staff and the kids 
In contrast, their peers in the same Safer institutions who had a history of child 
welfare involvement, described seeking meaningful and respectful attachments with 
staff. One youth who had no child welfare involvement broke the staff/youth relational 
barrier (described above) through persistence and determination and in so doing, 
changed his life course. 
> before I came into custody, my life was in chaos, had no focus or direction, 
problems mounting up-1 was bound to screw up (in another custody facility for 
21 weeks), I was not able to work out issues - lawyer said don't say anything -
when I came into custody I wanted to work on problems but couldn 't - all stuff I 
wanted to work on was getting buried deeper and deeper - because everything 
was built up for so long, I was scared to own up to the person I was - Social 
Worker did not give up on me, didn 'tpush, but helped - completely changed my 
life - did not have to front an image here because I was in for so long - had tough 
guy image - my big problem was always drugs and alcohol - I just thought of 
getting high and drunk 
Numerous factors contributed to his ability to have a meaningful and productive 
relationship with a counsellor. Being sentenced for a longer term allowed him more 
stability in the relationship and eliminated the restrictions placed on disclosure prior to 
sentencing. The environment allowed him to safely alter his tough guy image. 
Although, as described, there was a peer subculture that relied on hierarchal, power 
Keeping Kids Safe 183 
dynamics and the tough guy bravado was in evidence, overt peer aggression was 
neutralized by the protective features of staff. 
Institutionalization 
As described earlier, youth in Safer institutions conformed to rules of custody 
etiquette. Unlike the child welfare involved youth, youth in this group described specific 
rules - no swearing, no farting, no talking back, have pants up to your waist, can't walk 
without socks, only three ketchups and two sugars. Although they reflected broader 
social norms as opposed to correctional expectations, they demanded more explicit 
conformity than was the experience of their peers. Interestingly, this was the only group 
who referred to staff as guards. Participants who were in the child welfare involved 
Safer institutions, occasionally referred to some staff as "C.O.'s" (Correctional Officers). 
The use of the term "guard" is more consistent with correctional language familiar to 
adult facilities. Whereas it may be an institutional expectation in the designated Safer 
institutions(s), it is significant that it is only used by this particular group of youth 
participants. It reflects a level of institutional obedience and respect for authority more 
apparent in correctional institutions. Furthermore, on occasion, some non-child welfare 
involved youth participants in Safer institutions used the term "inmate ". This term also 
indicates deference to authority and conformance to a correctional subculture. The 
experience and perceptions of these youth participants related to their relationship with 
guards is also consistent with what one might expect in correctional environments. 
Youth describe aggressive or coercive behaviour on the part of guards and semi-military 
type interactions as follows. 
> one time, guard was charged while they restrained youth - he was watching 
Keeping Kids Safe 184 
> described incident where youth spat at staff and was punched in the face by staff 
then the guy (youth) lost it, it took six staff to hold him down - he thinks youth 
will get charged - I don't think he (other youth) should have spat but the staff is 
older - he should have known better than to hit the guy 
> it's strict - the guards here are like cops - they follow the rules too much - they 
try to be cops too much -1 prefer them to mind their own business and get off my 
case - they think they got power because they 're a guard - you hit them and you 
get charged 
Avoidant Strategies 
The primary coping strategy for self-protection utilized by this group of 
participants was to avoid interaction with staff and peers. The youth-to-youth coaching 
and advice referred to earlier referenced "don't get attached to any inmate ". 
The ambivalence in the relationships with staff and the oppositional defiance 
with guards translates into avoidance strategies. The following passages are indications 
of youth withdrawing from staff and using internalizing strategies to shield themselves 
from threatening peer dynamics. 
> they don't need to know - we should deal with it ourselves - when we 're on the 
outside, we don't have staff there to help us - the same rules should apply in here 
> / don't know, it 'sjust something you kinda shield after you 've been here awhile -
I don't let it bother me - lam usually too numb to make anything of it, it usually 
passes over me - the threats, the shit-talking happens every day 
In summary, youth participants in this group were more institutionalized in their 
interactions with staff, peers and the milieu than their peers in the same institutions. The 
language they used when referring to staff and peers exemplified this. This group 
understood the reality of jail and expressed ambivalence about the ability to feel safe in 
these settings. They described a peer subculture that was oppositional and based on 
dominant hierarchal social rankings. There was more evidence of punking off behaviour 
than overt violence. Youth relationships with staff were also ambivalent in anticipation 
of staff s inability to adequately protect them. They spoke of the importance of staff s 
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presence to neutralize potential risks and the non-threatening, cautionary style used by 
most staff when behaviourally managing youth. Specific interactions with specific 
'guards' reverberated for some time and reinforced ambivalent attachments . Youth used 
avoidant coping strategies as self-protection when it was necessary to disengage from the 
environment. 
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CHAPTER 8 
AUXILIARY FINDINGS RELATED TO THE PERCEPTION OF SAFETY 
There were a number of findings that were auxiliary to, or augmented the key 
findings in this study. These findings related to youth with more experience in youth 
justice settings and the ability to interpret inconclusive quantitative findings by means of 
the narratives in the qualitative findings. 
Impact of Increased Experience in Youth Justice Institutions on the Perception of Safety 
by Youth 
The quantitative analysis determined that the greater the number of youth justice 
placements, the greater the likelihood that youth would be in an institution that was 
perceived as Safer. Those with four or more placements (4+), more often perceived the 
institution as Safer in contrast to those youth with three or few placements (< 3) in youth 
justice institutions. In comparing the passages from youth participants with 4+ 
placements to those with < 3 placements, there was limited variability across groups. 
The majority of youth residing in institutions perceived as Less Safe as discussed, had a 
history of involvement in the child welfare system. These youth participants generally 
felt Less Safe regardless of the number of youth justice placements. In fact, seventy-
eight percent (78%) of youth who had four or more youth justice placements and sixty-
five percent (65%) of youth who had three or fewer placements were youth who had 
involvement in the child welfare system. The youth's history in the child welfare system 
had a strong influence on their perception of safety. It was difficult to detect any 
substantive differences when comparing these two groups and even more difficult to 
attribute those differences to the number of placements they had experienced in the youth 
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justice system. For this reason, there is no reporting of this data analysis herein (Table 
8.1). 
Table 8.1 
Number of Youth Justice Placements by Institution Type 
# of Youth Justice 
Placements 
< 3 
4+ 
Total 
Institution Type 
Less Safe 
40 
(Child Welfare 
Involvement: 26) 
9 
(Child Welfare 
Involvement: 7) 
49 
Safer 
18 
(Child Welfare 
Involvement: 4) 
25 
(Child Welfare 
Involvement: 8) 
43 
Total 
58 
34 
92 
There was also limited variability in the responses from youth participants 
residing in Safer institutions who had three or fewer placements (< 3)) compared to the 
youth participants who had experienced four or more placements (4+). 
However, some differences were noteworthy as follows. 
• youth with < 3 placements identified hot spots, frequent fights that were 
perpetrated when staff were unavailable and injuries sustained in those fights 
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youth with 4+ placements identified that "they couldn't feel safer" and the importance of 
staff vigilance in protecting youth and that the practice of laying charges influenced the 
frequency of fights 
• only youth with 4+ placements identified that they were fearful of group 
dynamics 
• youth with 4+ placements made more references to the need "to be brave", 
present offensively with a tough guy bravado, and the need to take the necessary 
steps to "stick up" for oneself 
• youth with < 3 placements had similar expectations of being tough to protect 
oneself but took a less offensive stance 
• youth in the 4+ placement group were more likely to minimize the impact of 
harassment and direct aggression through the use of humour or projecting blame 
compared to the < 3 placement group 
Youth who had more experience in the youth justice system as defined by the 
number of placements, were more likely to feel safer and appeared to be more familiar 
with the environment and the inherent risks. They less frequently referred to hot spots in 
which there were poor sight lines that inhibited staff intervention. Furthermore, they felt 
that staff vigilance was an important feature which promoted the safety of youth. They 
also made numerous references to the laying of charges and the deterrence this practice 
served in the perpetration of peer aggression. The accruing of more charges would 
activate anxiety amongst these youth due to their history of frequent incarcerations. 
They were also more fearful of the powerful group dynamics. Their substantive 
experience in youth justice settings may account for this fear as they would have greater 
knowledge and understanding of the centrality of these dynamics to the 
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oppositional peer subculture. Protecting one's status and not backing down would place 
youth in a position of having to fight and potentially accrue charges. These youth (4+ 
placements) necessarily presented as tough to deter fighting and kept to themselves in an 
effort to honour the paramount rule of "no ratting" that is a familiar component of the 
peer subculture. At the same time, they may have minimized harassment and aggression 
as a means to deflect or de-escalate the interchange. 
The Triangulation of the Qualitative and Quantitative Findings to Strengthen the 
Interpretation and Analysis 
Perception of Safety and Experience of Peer Aggression 
In the context of an all-male justice institution, youth may be inhibited to admit 
their fear of being injured or that they feel unsafe due to embarrassment or the desire not 
to betray the "tough guy" image that they portray within the institution. Their responses 
to direct questions about their fear and unsafe feelings reflect these inhibitions. 
However, the qualitative analysis of the perception of safety and the experience of peer 
aggression in Less Safe and Safer institutions offers an explanation for the inconclusive 
findings discussed in the quantitative analysis. Through the passages reflecting the 
words and experiences of the youth participants, greater clarification is gained. Youth, 
through discussion and open-ended questions, were more forthright and insightful about 
the dynamics within institutional environments. Peer aggression appears to have become 
a common occurrence that youth participants in the Less Safe institutions have come to 
expect and endure. Routine exposure to verbal abuse, coercion, intimidation and assault 
perpetuated peer aggression as part of an accepted institutional lifestyle. When asked 
directly, reports of peer aggression from these youth in Less Safe settings were limited. 
Their lack of trust of adults and their reticence to turn to them, the lack of adequate 
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safeguards within the environment and their adherence to the unwritten rule of "no 
ratting" diminished their willingness to disclose. It was this group of youth participants, 
however, who were prolific in their references to incidents of direct aggression and their 
anxiety related to the lack of protection, when offered the opportunity to speak about 
their perception and lived experience in a less direct and less structured format. 
In contrast, Safer institutions offered youth participants the ability to rely on staff 
for protection and promoted disclosure about peer aggression. For these reasons, youth 
participants in Safer institutions were more open to describing the range of peer 
aggression to the interviewer. The finding that the greater the range of peer aggression 
experiences, the safer the youth felt and more likely that he resides in a Safer institution, 
is related to the youth's level of comfort in reporting peer aggression when asked direct 
dichotomous questions. Youth descriptions of their experience do not reflect that they 
felt safer with the increasing exposure to peer aggression. Their perception of safety is 
grounded in the elements of the environment that protect them from exposure to peer 
aggression such as meaningful, active programming and supportive, respectful 
staff/youth relationships. Furthermore, youth resigned to a violent institutional lifestyle 
may give more attention to the more extreme forms of aggression due to their heightened 
vigilance in protecting themselves from these potentially serious assaults and because the 
other forms of aggression are common-place and unremarkable. 
Finally, with respect to the experience of peer harassment and aggression, the 
qualitative analysis promoted an understanding of the finding in the quantitative analysis 
that the greater the time spent by the youth in the setting, the less he reported the 
witnessing or experiencing of peer harassment or aggression. Acclimatization to the 
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environment and familiarity with the peer subculture over time may offer the youth the 
opportunity to develop protective coping strategies in order to mediate the impact of peer 
violence, hence reducing its reporting. Youth with less institutional experience were 
more vigilant and more sensitive to peer violence within the environment. Their lack of 
experience and familiarity with the peer subculture may have placed them more at risk as 
they attempted to establish and protect their status in the hierarchal social order. Hence, 
these youth tended to report the witnessing or experiencing of peer aggression. 
Child Welfare Involvement 
Over half of the youth participants had involvement in the child welfare system 
and the majority of these youth resided in Less Safe institutions at the time of the 
interview. Their history of maltreatment led to their hypervigilance in the environment. 
They had the propensity to interpret the behaviour of peers and staff as victimizing. 
They were reactive to the potential hot spots in the environment and described an 
acclimatization process following admission to the institution that was thoughtful and 
calculated. Youth with a history of child welfare involvement in both the Less Safe and 
Safer institutions were disturbed by the nature and frequency of sexual harassment and 
assaults. Youth in Less Safe institutions either reported it to staff or remained silent, but 
vigilant. Youth in the Safer institutions sought staff intervention to support themselves 
or the victims. There was a significant association between the direct or indirect 
experience of sexual harassment or assault in the institution and the participants' 
involvement in the child welfare system, X2 (2) = 9.945, p < .007. Youth participants 
with a history of maltreatment were more likely to disclose incidents or fears of sexual 
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harassment or assault to the interviewer. The quantitative analysis confirms the 
significance of the qualitative findings. 
Keeping Kids Safe 
CHAPTER 9 
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
Positioning Youth in the Dialogue 
This study relies on self-reports of youth consumers of service to give meaning to 
our understanding of life in a secure youth justice environment in Canada. The 
importance of understanding and respecting the perceived realities of young people as 
consumers of service cannot be overstated (Johnson, 1999; Koldtad, 1996). Knowing 
how incarceration is perceived and experienced by young people offers a richer, more 
detailed picture than excluding their voices. How circumstances, incidents and events 
are interpreted by youth in custody influences the meaning they attach to that experience 
and their behavioural responses (Petersen-Badali & Koegl, 2002). The primary source of 
information for understanding the experience of incarcerated youth is self-reports. This 
method was considered more reliable and valid than staff or peer reports or reliance on 
documentation (Davidson-Arad, 2005; Elliott, Huisinga & Morse, 1997; Kellett et al., 
2004). Youth as researchers offered a depth and richness in the quality of information 
gathered. 
Youth communicate differently and have a different social perspective from 
adults but they can contribute their unique and valuable point of view to any public 
debate about them. This is particularly crucial to youth incarcerated in youth justice 
institutions. These youth are more vulnerable to the global influences of political will 
and public opinion and they face harsher consequences when developmental 
considerations are brushed aside in favour of retributive justice. Furthermore, due to 
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their status, they are equipped with fewer tools to alleviate, intervene in, or compensate 
for this harsh treatment. 
Young people, because of their age, immaturity and stage of development 
provide a unique interpretation. Their struggle to attain a sense of self-mastery over their 
environment, a sense of personal authority and a developing self-identity influences their 
relationships with their peers and challenges their relationships with staff (Stone, 2002). 
Youth have an immaturity in their understanding of social relationships, the rules of 
social discourse and social subtleties. Their needs are often egocentric and they 
constantly seek opportunities for activity. As was evident in the KKS study, youth are 
dependent on their caregivers for protection, routine and structure to their daily life, 
guidance and role-modelling. The Declaration of Principles, which sets out the policy 
framework for the interpretation of the YCJA, takes into account a young person's 
developmental requirements. It recognizes that the youth justice system is different from 
the adult correctional system in many respects, including: measures of accountability are 
consistent with the young persons' reduced level of maturity; procedural protections are 
enhanced; rehabilitation and reintegration are given special emphasis; the importance of 
timely intervention is recognized (Department of Justice, p. 2). 
The field of developmental criminology recognizes the role of physiological and 
psychological developmental processes that shape competency and judgement. 
Members of the child's immediate and remote social system influence these processes as 
well. A young person can be viewed as competent, strong and rich in personal strengths, 
but this need not be equated with full criminal responsibility. A dichotomous approach 
that considers youth to be either incapable due to immaturity or equal to an adult in 
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competence, denies the inevitability of intermediate maturational processes. There is 
greater clarity about the trajectory for seriously disruptive and aggressive children. Life 
transitions in adolescence play a significant role in understanding and predicting 
outcomes. These transitions are triggered by normal physiological changes (puberty and 
maturation) and changes in social cultural institutions and processes (emerging 
adulthood). Early childhood and adolescent experiences in individuals who later become 
involved in the criminal justice system can be tracked and provide useful information 
with regard to these developmental trajectories. The Keeping Kids Safe study acutely 
took into account and indeed documented the importance of normal developmental 
expectations of youth who are incarcerated and how these expectations play out in the 
institutional milieu. An adverse history of child maltreatment and exposure to domestic 
violence predisposed youth to react and respond to the institutional environment with 
predictable patterns of behaviour and relational difficulties. Due to the relative 
predictability of the pathways that these youth traverse, preventative and remedial 
strategies for intervention have the potential to alter outcomes. 
Youth Aggression: The Context 
Throughout the discussion of the New Penology, attention was skewed toward 
violent youth crime. Physical aggression and violence are the most socially feared and 
costly forms of youth crime. There appears to be a pattern to the onset and 
developmental course of violent behaviour that is distinct from other forms of antisocial 
behaviour. The course is progressive in severity with early physical aggression as a 
predictor of more serious offending into adolescence. In this regard, developmental 
criminology added another dimension to the new penology paradigm. The 
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developmental trajectory of violent behaviour of youth is predictable and therefore 
amenable to intervention. 
Information about the familial history of youth participants was not sought in this 
study, apart from their involvement in the child welfare system. The literature elucidated 
the relationship between exposure to domestic violence and involvement in the youth 
justice system as well as the association between child maltreatment and exposure to 
domestic violence. From this research evidence, it appears that a preponderance of youth 
injustice settings have this history and the predisposition associated with it. The results 
of this study confirm this. Therefore, youth imported into the institutional environment, 
aggressive acting out behaviours, fearful behaviours, poor conflict-resolution skills and 
vulnerability to victimization and perpetration of violence. 
Furthermore, the social context of a youth's development, including peer 
affiliation, influences the risk of a violent trajectory. Youth affiliated with a negative 
peer group tend to commit more violent acts as a group than those without this affiliation 
(Lacourse et al., 2003). Youth participants in the Keeping Kids Safe study had an early 
history of involvement in the youth justice system, experienced numerous out-of-home 
placements which included both youth justice and child welfare settings, and the total 
time incarcerated for these youth was considered lengthy. This offered the youth 
exposure to a negative peer group with the affiliate powerful group dynamics that 
included peer harassment and aggression. 
The imported risk factors of an adverse family history of child maltreatment and 
exposure to domestic violence, combined with an early and protracted history of 
incarceration in the youth justice system, set the stage for a continuum of peer aggression 
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from behaviour tactics employed by youth to acquire and maintain individual status 
while in custody, to aggressive strategies to exert control over the social environment. 
Coping Strategies 
In youth justice institutions, fear is a persistent element in the day-to-day lives of 
youth — fear of exposure to risk, fear of having no control over the environment and fear 
in anticipation of serious consequences (Chagnon, 2007; Edgar & O'Donnell, 1999). 
Youth participants described coping strategies that they utilized to manage their fear of 
being hurt. These strategies included avoidance, getting tough, turning to staff, 
compliance to institutional and peer-enforced rules and the use of peers and the peer 
group. These coping strategies are aligned directly with the adaptive responses of youth 
who struggle with a history of child maltreatment or exposure to domestic violence. 
This is not surprising given that there is a preponderance of youth injustice settings with 
that type of history and predisposition. They import these entrenched response patterns 
with them into the youth justice institution. These patterns delineate the nature of their 
interaction with the environment and their adjustment style and capacity. These adaptive 
responses are consequences of traumatic childhood histories and include internalizing 
symptomology, externalizing behaviours and relational difficulties. The interaction 
between the importation factors that are consequences of child maltreatment and 
exposure to domestic violence and the coping strategies utilized by incarcerated youth to 
manage the environment are illustrated in Figure 9.1. Internalizing symptomology of 
anxiety, depression and isolation is imported into the institution by youth and translated 
into coping strategies that are affective responses (persistent fear, hypervigilance, 
inevitability of victimization, powerlessness) and concomitant behavioural strategies (tell 
no one, withdraw, numb out, escape, insularity, introspection). The importation of 
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externalizing behaviours translates to fighting back, harassing and retaliatory behaviours, 
defiance and defensive bravado. Similarly, the relational difficulties (less secure 
attachments, poor conflict-resolution skills, vulnerability to perpetration of violence) 
imported by incarcerated youth become behavioural strategies of avoidance, ambivalent 
staff/youth relationships; compliance/non-compliance, institutionalization, manipulation; 
and the use of intimidation and coercive threats to gain dominance over others, a lack of 
empathy and minimization. 
Youth participants in Less Safe institutions used avoidant strategies that were 
similar to an inmate code in the adult system and they avoided staff involvement. These 
youth were reticent to turn to staff due to their distrust of them and their fear of peer 
reprisal. Their externalizing aggressive strategies were positioned offensively or were 
retaliatory in nature. They minimized their own or the actions of their peers through 
shifting the responsibility or blaming the victim. It appeared that they were conforming 
to institutional codes of behaviour and rules, but at times in doing so, they used 
manipulative methods with staff to gain status in the peer group to achieve their goals. 
This was consistent with the oppositional peer subculture. In contrast, youth in Safer 
institutions turned to staff for protection. They more often used internalizing strategies 
for self-protection that were self-imposed. Although they displayed "tough guy 
bravado", it was a defensive attempt to ward off potential victimization. They were 
compliant to the peer code of "no ratting" to staff demands and to the social norms of 
behaviour. 
Kids from the Child Welfare System 
Over half of the youth participants had involvement in the child welfare system 
and the majority of these youth resided in Less Safe institutions at the time of the 
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interview. Their history of maltreatment led to the expectation of re-traumatisation and 
they were therefore anxious and hyper-vigilant in the environment. They had the 
propensity to interpret the behaviour of peers and staff as victimizing. They were 
reactive to the potential hot spots in the environment and described an acclimatization 
process following admission to the institution that was thoughtful and calculated. Youth 
with a history of child welfare involvement in both the Less Safe and Safer institutions 
were disturbed by the nature and frequency of sexual harassment and assaults. Youth in 
Less Safe institutions either reported it to staff or remained silent, but vigilant. Both of 
these response patterns represent post-traumatic stress reactions of traumatized children 
(Grogan-Kaylor, Ruffolo, Ortega & Clarke, 2008; Van der Kolk et al., 1996). Youth in 
the Safer institutions sought staff intervention to support themselves or the victims. 
Youth participants with a history of maltreatment were more likely to disclose incidents 
or fears of sexual harassment or assault to the interviewer. 
Common among traumatized youth, is the reliving of the threat of trauma, the 
failure to be protected or the sense of helplessness (Van der Kolk et al., 1996). All these 
fears were evident in the words of the youth participant. In the Less Safe institutions, in 
anticipation of re-victimization, youth participants were defiantly provocative with staff 
setting up similar dynamics as the relationship with the abusive parent (Stone, 2002). 
Their provocative behaviour often resulted in alienation or retaliation from peers. In 
some instances, they described serious injuries they, or others, sustained in these 
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altercations. Their key coping strategy was avoidance which was evident in their 
avoidant ambivalent relationship with staff. They aspired to closeness as illustrated in 
their use of words "attached", "parent" or "mom" but had difficulty approaching staff for 
support due to their anxious hyper-vigilance. They reported relying on staff for guidance 
and direction. In Less Safe and Safer institutions, these child welfare involved youth 
were insightful, self-reflective and introspective. They viewed the relational aspects of 
the institutional environment as the most important and the most challenging. More 
often, youth residing in Safer institutions were offered the opportunity to effectively 
confront the challenging aspects of relationships with adults necessary for the building of 
trust. They felt safe seeking out staff guidance and established respectful, collaborative 
interactions. 
It appears that there were similar results when comparing the use of coping 
strategies between youth participants with or without a background in the child welfare 
system in both the Less Safe and Safer institutions. However, youth with involvement in 
the child welfare system and therefore, presumably a history of child maltreatment, were 
more likely to present with more extreme behaviours in an effort to mediate the impact of 
the institutional environment across institutions types (McGhee & Waterhouse, 2007. 
These youth were often more forthcoming and self-reflective in their descriptions which 
may have contributed to the reader's richer understanding of their lived experiences. 
Institutionalization 
In the same institutions, youth who had no history in the child welfare system 
presented differently and relayed different experiences than those with reported child 
welfare involvement. They also reflected, however, adaptive responses that were 
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indicative of maltreatment or exposure to domestic violence, again due to the 
predominance of youth in the justice system with this type of history and predisposition. 
These non-child welfare involved youth were circumspect and prosaic in their responses. 
They expressed a resignation to institutional realities and a sense of powerlessness to 
change the inevitable risk involved. They were adverse to meaningful relationships with 
staff or peers and used avoidance strategies to demonstrate this ambivalence. Their 
conformity to the rules and regimen of the institution, were at times, self-serving and 
manipulative. Their adherence to the oppressive peer subculture and inmate code 
resulted in exploitation and aggressive behaviours. These youth participants, for the 
most part, had become institutionalized. Youth participants with no child welfare 
involvement fared better in the active, rehabilitative environments that were Safer. Their 
ambivalence however, regarding the ability of the institution to keep them safe, and their 
relationships with staff, persisted. Indeed, it was this group of youth who referred to staff 
as guards. This is a clear indication of their institutionalization. 
Finally, youth participants in Safer institutions who had more experience in the 
youth justice system as defined by the number of placements, were more likely to feel 
safer because they appeared to be more familiar with the environment and the inherent 
risks. They felt that staff vigilance was an important feature which promoted the safety 
of youth and the laying of charges was an important deterrent to the perpetration of peer 
aggression. The accruing of more charges would activate anxiety amongst these youth 
due to their history of frequent incarcerations. They were also more fearful of the 
powerful group dynamics. Their substantive experience in youth justice settings may 
account for this fear as they would have greater knowledge and understanding of the 
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centrality of these dynamics to the peer subculture. They appeared more acclimatized to 
the realities of the institution. Hence their previous history in the youth justice system 
that they imported into the institution did influence their understanding of the milieu and 
the ensuing coping strategies that they used to manage peer aggression. This was within 
the context of other mediating features of Safer institutions. 
Keeping Kids Safe: The Institutional Culture 
Canada was influenced by timely and meaningful circumstances and the 
groundswell of public opinion in the UK and US that perpetuated the new penology 
paradigm. However, with the introduction of the YCJA, Canada reaffirmed its unique 
position that the developmental needs of young people are to be considered in concert 
with meaningful consequences and the protection of society. This is particularly relevant 
when considering that the organizational structures and operations of youth justice 
institutions are shaped by political ideology, as evidenced in Ontario. This ideology may 
or may not reflect global patterns and trends, depending on the direction of regional 
political will. The level of deprivation experienced by youth in these institutions is 
proportionate to the institution's position on the organizational continuum between 
security and rehabilitation. Since elements of deprivation in institutions are sensitive to 
macro levels of external influences, organizational structures can ameliorate deprived 
conditions through rehabilitative strategies endorsed by legislation and policy. 
Given that a clear relationship exists between formal organizational ideology and 
the informal peer subculture, as outlined in The Integrated Model, thoughtful 
consideration should be given to the components of the organizational structure that can 
effectively influence institutional violence by ameliorating the peer subculture. These 
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components include the physical environments, programs, staff/youth relationships and 
practices of social control which interact dynamically to create the institutional culture. 
As described earlier, social institutions are affected by the macro level influences of the 
new penology paradigm. Political context and public opinion have had a significant 
effect on youth justice institutions. Historically, Conservatives have sought a "law and 
order" approach and a sizeable proportion of the general public has tended to view the 
treatment of incarcerated youthful offenders as "just desserts" and a necessary deterrent. 
This position overlooks the fact that if society tolerates violence within its institutions, it 
will negatively influence community safety in the long run. 
In the Keeping Kids Safe study, all institutional sites surveyed, served relatively 
the same population of youth: had similar mission statements, philosophy and principles 
which are articulated for public consumption, follow the same legislative and policy 
requirements and have similar procedural guidelines. It is assumed that variability would 
exist in terms of local organizational ideology and leadership. This would be reflected in 
the institutional milieu or culture. Indeed, sites were separated into two groups based on 
scores assigned for the level of institutional safety as perceived by youth residents (Less 
Safe, Safer). This confirms a variation in institutional culture evidenced through the 
description of peer harassment and aggression and the concomitant strategies used by 
youth to manage the milieu. The contrast between the two groups with regard to the role 
of staff in protecting and engaging youth provided further insight into what contributes to 
the experience of safety within the institutional milieu. 
The quality of life for youth while incarcerated depends largely on the nature of 
their relationship with the staff. Staff/youth relationships set the tone for institutional 
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culture that flow from, and are reflective of the organizational ideology. The core 
principles of the institutional culture, as emulated by staff, are assimilated by youth and 
generalized in their interactions and behaviors. Staff relationships with youth, function 
as the principal medium for interpersonal growth. A formal, collaborative and open 
relationship with staff signals to youth, their ability to inform staff of their fears or 
incidents of aggression. The greater visibility of staff also lends to less peer violence and 
a more positive peer culture. Staff response to coercion and aggression is one of the 
most important determinants of the nature of the peer subculture. In essence, the 
institutional milieu serves to provide a system of management through relationships that 
can foster safety and healing within interpersonal interactions. 
Youth use recreation and sports as a way of coping with the stress of 
incarceration. Free expression through recreation and play contributes to a positive peer 
culture and interactive staff/youth relationships. It also reduces the boredom and 
opportunity for violence. 
Informal staff/youth interactions are critical for the management and care of 
youth in institutions. It is now widely acknowledged that management through 
relationship or "relationship custody" is the most effective approach to youth justice 
(Nurse, 2001). When staff engage in programs that facilitate interaction, they have a 
better capacity to assess risks, form trusting relationships to ensure the reporting of 
abuse, role model pro-social skills, and offer greater visibility to intervene in peer 
violence. When staff offer opportunities for collaboration with youth, the likelihood of 
disclosure is enhanced. Group problem-solving activities also reinforce a positive peer 
culture. 
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The Model Confirmed 
To summarize, it is striking that youth with child welfare involvement are 
hypervigilant. They witness, fear and anticipate violence and victimization at every turn 
while in custody and this is what they report. In contrast, institutionalized youth without 
child welfare involvement know, understand and anticipate violence but put blinders on 
to avoid confronting or reporting it. This leaves the reader with the unanswered 
question: Who is safer - the hypervigilant or the avoidant youth? Both youth had a 
similar perception of safety in the environment but their reaction, response and coping 
strategies were different. Furthermore, youth who were involved in the child welfare 
system were more often in the Less Safe institutions. This is presumably because of their 
hypervigilance and propensity to report what they witnessed and experienced to the Child 
Advocate which led to the less safe designation. Staff response to these youth and their 
attention to creating a rehabilitative, protective milieu modulated the perception of lack 
of safety. Like the youth they serve, staff were vigilant and anticipated the behaviours of 
youth in the institutions that youth considered to be Safer. 
The analysis in this thesis illustrates that Safer institutions are environments 
which offer youth active, meaningful, dawn-to-dusk programming and collaborative, 
respectful relationships with staff that promote insight, problem-solving, self-mastery 
and pro-social skills and avert a negative peer subculture characterized by peer coercion, 
harassment and aggression. Other protective features of a Safer environment included 
proactive interventions on the part of staff, incentive-based programs, progressive 
consequences that are not arbitrary and include redirection and verbal de-escalation 
strategies prior to the use of more intrusive behaviour management strategies. 
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Institutional and staff philosophies of Safer environments were more relational 
than correctional and youth participants identified staff-youth relationships as the 
primary safeguard. Less Safe institutions were more correctional in their approach with 
sanction-oriented methods of social control and limited meaningful programs and 
activities that actively engaged youth in collaborative, respectful relationships with staff. 
The protective, active and relational environment of the Safer institutions 
influenced the strategies necessary for youth to cope in the youth justice setting. Through 
vigilance and proactive intervention, the environment felt safer and youth were less 
disposed to use self-protective strategies that were harassing or violent. Furthermore, 
keeping youth busy in activities which they found meaningful and providing pro-social 
role-modelling, deflected a need or a desire to participate in a resistant peer subculture. 
Peer aggression was mediated by the nature of the environment and the staffs role in 
protecting youth (Figures 9.2, 9.3). 
Less Safe environments were reported to have frequent incidents of peer 
aggression across all types of aggression illustrated in the peer aggression wheel (Figure 
9.4). Neither the environment nor the role staff played roles in protecting youth served to 
mediate the nature and frequency of peer aggression. The resultant coping strategies were 
more extreme including rtmning away; the use of offensive and retaliatory violence that 
was dangerous and sometimes resulted in serious injuries; brandishing of weapons; 
minimization and manipulation and coercion of staff and peers. Youth were more 
institutionalized in their adherence to the oppositional peer subculture and custodial 
codes (Figure 9.5). Hence, the depriving characteristics of the institution did determine 
the coping strategies utilized by youth to manage peer aggression. In fact, some coping 
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strategies perpetuated the use of peer aggression and a hostile peer subculture. These 
coping strategies were aligned with a predisposition of child maltreatment and exposure 
to domestic violence that youth imported into the institution. 
All youth with a history of exposure to domestic violence, whether as a witness or 
a victim, due to their maladaptive coping and adjustment patterns, needed the security of 
protective environments to neutralize their hyper-vigilance, expectation of re-
traumatization and reactive aggressive behaviours. Safer environments offered 
opportunities to develop and sustain meaningful relationships with staff and peers in 
order to practice appropriate conflict-resolution skills and experience the chance for self-
mastery. 
In summary, the model for understanding violence among incarcerated youth was 
established. The interaction between the predisposition of youth and the institutional 
environment appears to promote or deter the perception and experience of safety among 
incarcerated youth. This is particularly evident with youth with involvement in the child 
welfare system. The protective features of the institutional milieu and the role of staff 
served to mediate the prevalence and impact of peer aggression. These features shape 
the strategies necessary for youth to cope in the youth justice settings. Coping strategies 
also serve to manage peer aggression and were aligned directly with the adaptive 
responses of youth who struggle with a history of child maltreatment or exposure to 
domestic violence. Youth imported this predisposition and the resultant adaptive 
responses into the institutional milieu. 
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Figure 9.2. Safer Institutions 
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Figure 9.4. Less Safe Institutions 
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Implications for the Future 
Voice 
The words of young people throughout the province of Ontario expressed in Just 
Listen to Me (Ma, 2004) reinforced the findings of the Keeping Kids Safe study. They 
stated that violence begins in the family and is perpetuated in societal institutions. Youth 
themselves, stressed the importance of teaching communication and conflict-resolution 
skills as early as in kindergarten classes. This was considered by these youth to be one 
strategy to prevent family violence and to interrupt the intergenerational cycle of 
violence. 
The KKS study also illustrated that the ability to hear the voice of incarcerated 
youth is largely dependent on the means of acquiring it. Direct questions to youth were 
not a productive or reliable approach to learn about the meaning that youth ascribe to 
their experiences. Realistically, behaviour is the language of youth, given their level of 
development. Being attuned to the behaviour of incarcerated youth offers a window into 
their predisposition and experiences. Furthermore, the use of "life lines" offers a means 
to chart youth pathways through the youth justice and child welfare systems in a way that 
is unavailable through traditional social work practice. Records do not follow youth who 
cross systems which makes understanding and interrupting the cycle of multiple 
placements challenging. Youth valued the opportunity to review their placement history 
with the interviewers, particularly when the time spent at home was captured on their 
"life line". The information and the process of gathering it were valuable to youth and 
may be enlightening to service providers who wish to prevent or provide remedial 
interventions to the antisocial pathways on which youth with adverse family backgrounds 
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find themselves. Providing routine opportunites at the time of intake for youth to gain 
perspective about their family history and to document their movement across systems 
would be an important step to understanding and supporting youth. The construction of 
the "life line" is a process worthy of consideration as a therapeutic tool. 
Vigilant and Anticipatory Behaviour of Staff 
This study suggests that the majority of youth who are incarcerated report a 
history of child welfare involvement. Those youth with no report of such a history, 
nonetheless, are likely to have had a background of exposure to domestic violence or 
child maltreatment that went unreported, or was suspected but unsubstantiated, or not 
acted upon by authorities. Service providers can assume therefore, that most youth in the 
youth justice system suffer from the trauma of adverse family backgrounds. Intake 
assessments and plans of care need to reflect this reality. Staff must be vigilant and 
anticipate provocative behaviours on the part of youth that replicate the abuse dynamics 
through internalizing symptomology, externalizing behaviours and relationship 
difficulties. These response patterns of victims or witnesses of abuse translate into 
predictable behaviours in the institutional milieu. Specialized pre-service or in-service 
training that acknowledges these dynamics and offers effective assessment and 
intervention strategies is required. Youth with child welfare involvement present with 
insight and a keen self awareness and they solicit meaningful interaction with staff. Staff 
need to anticipate and honour these opportunities. To this end, further exploration is 
required to understand "relationship custody" and the impact of staff/youth relationships 
in promoting or deterring violence among youth. 
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Therapeutic strategies and intervention need to be in place so that child welfare 
authorities and residential care operators can interrupt the trajectory of youth from child 
welfare to youth justice systems. Community-based alternatives to incarceration, that are 
predicated on the effective integration of a range of services across education, mental 
health, health, social services, recreation, justice and employment sectors are required to 
prevent entry of youth with personal and family risk factors into the justice system. A 
single case manager for each youth, who had the time, resources and ability to know and 
understand the youth could navigate the appropriate service systems and negotiate the 
provision of services on behalf of the youth (Finlay, 2004). This model of service 
delivery could circumvent the inappropriate incarceration of youth with an early or 
current history of child maltreatment and domestic violence. 
An Ecological Perspective for Keeping Kids Safe in Custody 
The Keeping Kids Safe study alludes to components of best practice that are 
necessary to keep incarcerated youth safe. However, a comprehensive overview of such 
practices is required to guide and direct policy in the youth justice system. National 
standards of residential care do not presently exist in Canada. This creates a 
philosophical vacuum that supports damaging inconsistencies in the quality of care 
provided to incarcerated youth and the opportunity for the development of unsafe 
cultures of care. 
Policy that is designed to influence organizational philosophy and practice in 
secure custody settings needs to promote an institutional culture that is youth-focused, 
risk-need centered, outcome driven, responsive to youth through innovative strategies 
that build on relationships and is facilitative of opportunities for meaningful youth 
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engagement. The resultant outcomes of policy oriented to rehabilitation will include 
youth who feel safe and engaged; the reduction of the use of social control practices; 
dynamic relational security; strong partnerships with the community; a positive inclusive 
milieu and concomitantly, the reduction of peer violence. 
Further study from a Canadian perspective is needed in areas such as child 
delinquency, an emerging field of research that identifies child delinquents prior to the 
accumulation of multiple offences (Loeber & Farrington, 2001), and youth who commit 
homicides and evoke extensive public attention which inflames public opinion about 
youth crime. The field of developmental criminology has the ability to inform and 
neutralize public misconceptions of youth crime. Further research is required to provide 
valid explanations and preventative strategies for life course-persistent, antisocial 
behaviours of youth. Media reporting and its influence on public opinion and policy 
related to youth crime should also be subjected to a more thorough and critical analysis 
as to the content and its effect. 
Doob and Cesaroni (2004) offer a fitting summary to the Keeping Kids Safe 
study. They thoughtfully confront the debate surrounding youth crime and crime control 
by identifying three possible approaches that summarize public opinion. First, as 
illustrated in the discussion about the new penology, youth crime is mistakenly viewed as 
a symptom of an inadequate justice system. The principles and the provisions of the 
YCJA legitimately refocus the locus of responsibility away from the youth justice system 
to the broader range of programs and services in the education, social service, children's 
mental health, welfare, and health systems. This recognizes youth crime as a product of 
the society in which children develop. The second approach reflects an ecological 
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perspective, in which the multi-determined nature of antisocial and violent behaviour is 
acknowledged and ecologically sensitive, multi-system services are called for to 
effectively rehabilitate. Finally, in the third approach, youth crime is deemed one 
possible consequence of developmental issues that mark adolescence. This is consistent 
with the developmental criminology perspective, which targets interventions based on 
offending patterns and risk exposure in a developmentally sensitive manner. None of 
these three approaches are mutually exclusive, and each signals a particular ideological 
perspective which, as we have witnessed in Canada, is tied to moments in history and 
broader sociopolitical phenomena. Regardless of the perspective or the time in history, a 
child-centered approach transcends ideology, responsibility, need or risk. Attention to 
facilitating voice among incarcerated youth is a product of such an approach and is 
required in order to interrupt the cycle of violence that is perpetuated from "family to 
institution". 
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da something so. fcyrt nsr 
• threafteniRg to fsaw he?, t» 
eosncnll suicide, rspert Bar 
ECONOMIC > 
A BUS E ^ ^ isakieg h*r da 
• preventing her Srorsi getting 
ar keeping a |oa 
» rrtakinf tier ask tor rr,on*y 
• gUrtng he* an allowance 
' latf tig her sniney 
• no! lilting her know «bas1 or 
save access is family income 
I! tpat l&ings 
* 
Using 
MALE PRIVILEGE 
* treating fter tike a setwn 
• mantis an the bifi detisiens 
• acting lia* Ifre master si (he essSlSj 
* he ins 1rte nee to Ceftns men s 
and wsmsns rcsas 
IR 
CONTROL 
Using 
INTIMIDATION 
• muting her afraid by wing 
loots, anions, gestures 
• smashing tilings, 
dBsb:£.yin$ tis* property , , 
• arming puis f USlllf} 
«*&i&m<**tm* /^EMOTIONAL 
ABUSE 
< jsunittg rysr d&wi 
* making her leeJ tad shoal Etirrall 
* sailing tier names 
* mailing tint siiink she's way 
* playing mini aaaies 
* tamillailrig her 
* fnakmrj her t»«l geltiy 
Using 
CHILDREN 
• making he- led futlty 
a soul the e&lldrefi 
• JilitJ tfiK ifiliifen IB 
retey messages 
Using ISOLATION 
* controlling what she goes, wfta she 
saw an* talks ta, what ihe reads, 
when she gees 
• limiting h«r EU&idC irwslwaienl 
• ustog leaiotHv So iusMy actions j 
MINIMIZING, 
DENYING and 
BLAMING 
• rnatosg Sight ct Jhe at use and net 
Tailing her sonDerns shout it urlotKn/* 
• saving me aiwsa cicnt hapnes 
• shifting responsibility Sjr aau$i«t 
bK.'jJVior 
• ssyiJio S^B eae&ed »l 
Domestic Abuse Intervention Project 
202 East Superior Street 
Duluth, Minnesota 55802 
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Appendix B 
xfiJQtQ, GQ91jS3l2£3£tifitI& 1 
Youth Experience in Secure Young Offender Facilities 
Introduction 
Preamble: 
1. Ideartiiy interviewers 
2. Explain role of the Ombudsman/ dnldxen's Advocate office 
W « a m falilrimy *grtfi yimfti hn yranmg «frfa(MW fepiljftio* arwvrc Cmall 1hft g s m a n imQ^XStailOlllg o f t h e i r 
experiences while in custody. We will be looking: at care, program and safety ksuesm particular. The 
intarTriansiwmiill falrm rafarmafinm ftram cai-h y«mHn ami faaatd ran tfiig grill prmrida femtharfc a m i 
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s 4S p r o g r a m s 2 n d F*"1''*^ ""^wtf1? rnK mtluvrmainnn w i l l a s s i s t StaTX i n i m p r o v i n g p r o g r a m s 
and care for youth. 
Conseat: 
Tins interview is vohratary. TlaereBss&oc<a£seqnencelbs'iHitpartidp2tmga3adiyoiin3a^cbooaeto€sajd4i3e 
i i i fai iview 3it a n y time. Tf flJwMg 3T» <^iwifi^ qiaocftaging ymm An nn^TOjnf to.Mlgrowr ytm m a y «&wp liwiffip qiTggaSnn* 
Yaw name will not be used, in amy report and you wiB not be identified in any way. The ageascjesaiad staff 
y«ai away ffowng* i n jHkre unaWarignr -mill wnfr ha wiWrtilficgi Faragytfimg tfrafryrag j3na*«<gg i n t h i s i n t e r v i e w IS 
confidentiaL Specific details that coiaM identify yon 'mill not be nsed in any re^Kst nor will they be repeated. 
We Trill use quotes in the report bnt they will not be attributed to yon nor will they identify yon. If yom 
disclose cnnshial offences or child abnse, the haterviewfir may be reonired to report this to appropriate 
authorities. If upsetting irdbrmation is dbaassad in this interview feiEterviewa can arrange for you to 
speak with aaa. Qinhudsman / Advocaic Sfisnember yon may end the interview at zirytime. 
Pzgtiapgtiion in this into waaw may assist programs and staff miamntyvimj care for youth, lake yourself, in the 
future. There is no direct benefit to yon to participate and yow participation does n ^ ensure that there will be 
improvements to your current program. 
If there are consequences directed at you by staff for participating, please contact this interviewer at this 
nansbar (provide card). 
If you have any questions about this interview now or at a later date you may contact 
Do you have any questions before we begin? 
Do you wish to proceed Trim this interview yes mo 
CCPCYA 
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YunflSi Cansa3aaon 2 
UmMRasage 
Date Completed 
Interviewer Name 
Note-taier Haras 
Denim graphics 
1.1 Wlaans is your Isoizae ooxD^ oxEBity? Ctpwa aaad legjoni) 
12 Age? ( )Gender? U / F 
13 WaaM you like to self identify as native or aboriginal? Y N mat disclosed dtm't know_ 
13.1 Metis. states. non-status. Iautt 
1.4 xicwoldiviBiG yo&^sfBenyon wesc fizsft citiBxsed^szui AQSBSSEDBI oixence? 
3 How loag have yon been here at ifliis fecility?_ 
. .6 Have you been foere beftme?fY M 1 
1.6.1 Whemweie you last here? 
1.6.2 How long were yon k-erelast time? 
1.6.3 Wiem ass yoa going lobe discharged?. 
CCPCTA 
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1.7 ItwiraMbehfilp£ulfbrusto]knoOTal»utanfepiace5(i^ 
csnrentplaceiEent,. and going backwards, please tell us all She places youVe lived. Toge&fir we will 
be cornjakting a limine of all the places you have food. 
Inlgniewer- complete a lifeline on a separate page vrith the yttutfi. Please attach the Ijfelme ta the 
interview quids.. Ajier she interview pieaie catagorize she placements within f to chart 
Type (Young offsjfa: 
open /SEOIIW detention) 
Foster home, grmrp Stoma. 
kinsfcqj care, shelter, 
family violence shelter, 
OuSX 
Town & Region How long ftere? Why did you 
lease? 
1.8 Are you involved in child protection.' welfare? fY N Don't Know ) 
1.9 Have you ever been involved in childprotection,' welfare? (Y N Don't Know. 
1.10 Were von gv^r placed in carEColacemsit') (Y H Don't Know 1 
1.11 What type ofwasish^ (care agreement} did you hare? 
Do you have a anient child protection woifcer? fY N Don't Know 
When did ycm last see yoraclaM protection worker? 
Does your child protection wosker visit yora? fY N N/A ) 
1.11.1 
1.11.2 
1.11.3 
1.11.4 
1.11.5 
How often does your child projection wozks visit you?_ 
How many child proSECtion woakeK nave you had? 
OCFCTA 
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Youfii CoajsataSion 4 
2.1 Bo yon Imow wliaJ prograins are avsOahle to yoa wtele you are ia. tMs facility Did you attend assy of 
fihese progEan&s axui wars tfeey ]a£fp£bl? (Fill in table fc&lcTw} 
Area 
fl^gpar Maira*ggnw«rrf-
Substance Abrose 
Cutemal Diversity 
(itelsgtorcs / sguxiiiaal / cultural) 
(sex ed/Stealthy lifestyle) 
Physical EAicatMni 
Life Skills 
Vocational 
PiKJtive Peer Relationships 
CjOBQQxmnsty pnigiaBns 
OSfeer (soeeifv } 
O f a r feiwcifv ) 
Ate yam 
eligible? 
Available 
1 
am 
Attended7 
(Y7N) 
Halpfial? 
(YVN) 
If yoa da MS attend, why mot? 
2.2 UTjatprograinw^sfcin^nisanmE&ltoyEHi? 
2.3 Wbai did ycni His a&oirt this program? 
2.4 W t o J u a o a a m T y a s t e least hsipfal to van? 
2.4 J Wiry was this not hglpSil? 
.CCPCYA 
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Vaaijdti f lnnCTiHalMm 5 
25 School 
2.5.1 Did yo» attend school before you -were tee? fif N > 
23.2 Do yoraatlBrid school hese or nitiiecomm3gntTnggr?fY N ) If no-Titer not? 
2_5.4 Are YCTiinvoh^im a Tmi£ banana proaaafffy" M ) 
23.4.1 AiEycrQpro^'id^wTdiTt'oikpbcE3af^'traiBmgandequ%mient?(y___N___J 
25J5 Do vaiaHke school-yaw eAicaiional pioEraia? fY" N > 
2.5.6 ^fjwi: WtatdoyouHkeatsoo±it?|fnff: what do yoa not lifts about it? 
3. Basic Care 
3.1 Do VOM feel Tramareotowdad with e3Mwaahfeod?fY N > 
3.2 Caavmi access feodifvoa ate hungry? <Y N > 
3 3 At" fo°" ^ " ^ "fr^ *"^ *g ™ ^ ^ ^ {r11"^ ^ ^ ^ ^ N IBxalain: 
3.4 How would you describe ibe food here? 
35 .4ie you provided with personal Ig^iaie products? (e.§. tooliigaste, deodtaraiit, toilet paper, hak 
products} ( Y _ N _ _ _ ) 
3.6 Do you recent clothing that is clean and appropriate to the weather, your age and size? 
or_N ) 
3.7 Do you have any concents about detinue? 
3.8 Have yon ewer needed access to heahb care? (Y N ) 
3.8.1 Did voii receive fagalA care wttep you needed it? fY N ) 
3.8.2 Did fee health care staff help von wrth-your reqngst?(V N )(fttrtfain) 
3.9 What is it Eke to live in this braiding? (e.g. cleanliness, noise, layout, temperature, overcrowding, 
quality, lieniiag) 
CCPCYA 
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Youth C&nsaSjaSoB 6 
4. Safety 
4.1 Ify«raibadai&eioe,TiitowcHaldyoi[ispeakto, ifyouhadapioblfin»iB.&iaIitjr?_ 
42 Can. yon sp&zk to fiiis pessau wheat you have a problem? (Y N ) 
4 3 WfaodoyoaspeaktowhaayoalaivneappoWieminSffi&dSty? 
4.4 Age these area's safe fa all residents? (IntBrviewisr: Ask about specific areas if not covered fegfotg) 
Area 
Day room 
Washrooms 
Yawl 
Cell/ sleeping ansa 
Classroom 
Gym 
Showers 
KitefeHi 
CsBEftBEXB 
School area 
Visiting^ rocaaas 
VdaEfceer programs 
TsEporaiy Release's 
ConMsnESity Fsognuxts 
Admission and discharge 
(TOO Hease elaborate 
4 J Do you feel flas feeility is safe? fY N Don't Know ') 
4.6 In "VOSHT opssaoBL IHSW co&id iMs iacility be made safer? (B^ilairi) 
CCPCYA 
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YoniiCiHisaliaSton 7 
5. Peer-on-Peer Violence 
isw&r: reiterate r«> 
5.1 Do^'QMW03TYlfa3tvou'm'ill!>5hT]iit'giiiieifouarehErg?fY N )CEarolam) 
Types of Tmridpnt 
Verirai harassment based am 
race 
Veibal aaxassxoeiaft based oai 
perceived sexual arientaticm 
Verbal harassment based on 
Vejbal harassment based on a 
special seed 
Fighibng, ai&e-ODr<3ie 
r H r w n w QRyDp*,CB~OBje 
rix i^its sesuHn^ in nifimes 
(4sk re: nature qfiwmies) 
Threatened with a weapon 
fjawjtiann falopm \ry Onmai o f 
force 
Meals taken by threat of force 
Sgyrral t iaraggmont / a s sau l t 
Seen? 
(Y/N) 
Had happen? 
(Y/N) 
Location 
5.2.1 How did yoa handle these mdtipnK? 
5.2.2 Did you teg stag? <Y W ) 
5 2.3 How did staff respond to these situations? 
CCTCYA 
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Yemffli Cssssaila&aa S 
5 3 AieihEiemrfv^Asximmos<^yBsA^ataKisB^BiSSecwAif?(T N ) ftaobe. race. 
gpniW etc.) (EsplaiiQi 
5.4 AggvoM&TgiiiiceriaimchaggeslrMteddiffaepjlybvc&ar'you.tiaTfY' N ) (Explain) 
S 3 Do you lna\^ to belraig to a csrtaiii gi'oiap to feel safe? Explain) 
5.6 ABE tiaere aissr soxisof tiliuais/iziifialsaaaslbeae or &iB^5tl^bappen at certain^ 
welcomusg, goodbyes)? ff N ) (Espfaim) 
5.7 A™ ftitro gmmps (a g h»mij «n TWgm»harJ»il[> afSliiarfiwm n w nir twmtoiy) Trim mdigalc nf ijp-
escalate peer-an-peeir conflict? f]f N 1 (Esplam) 
6. Interaction wMi staff 
6.1 Do you Base a primary wraier / key sSafiFwodser? fif N ) (£a«s»Ti«ingr- IVufie jfcr /JTHHIOJJ; 
worisr model) Describe: 
6-2 What kinds of ^faities do staff engage youth m? (eg. Types, qoaHty) 
6 3 Do you see a emmsellor ( Elder, Qiaplawij Social Woricer. Psychologist or Psychiatrist)? 
( Y _ _ N _ _ J 
63.1 Was 4 i s feelp&l? d N ) 
6.4 What do you like abort staff? 
6 3 What don't you like abont staff? 
OCPCYA 
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YonfiiCcaisaStatom 9 
6.6 Whenycmfeelunsafe, or if you did feel u&safe, mraMyon lell staff? ( Y " _ _ N _ _ ) 
6.6.1 Why or why not? 
6.f6_2 (Jftsrafii i a i fa&f staffqffielmg umetfe) Hew did staff respond? 
7. Beta YHHIT Management 
7.1 Have you ewer bem]dityiiea3h/re5traiitted?{Y/N)_ 
7.1.1 What were the cimanmstaiKes? 
7.1.2 Were yon mj«ned? fif N > (Explain) 
7,13 Did sfaaBf try to ealai down the laiMMtinm before yog were restrained? Q^__ffi_ 
7.1.4 Was tiWe a debriefing process? (Y N lEsplain 
7.2 Have yon witaessedyoiithbeiijg physically restrained? {Y__N_ 
7.2.1 What see same ofthe reasons that ymrth are restrained? 
7.2.2 Have voTiwitrugssedvioaAbemgmTOF^dmiTmE a restrained? (Y N ) 
723 What kinds of steps did stafftaSse to calm down l i e situation beibreyonrh were lestramfld? 
7.2.4 Haw oflm are yanth restrained on this lmit'iaiigie? 
.CCPCTA 
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VinmHi fhmanilBittmn 5 0 
7 3 Please answer ifyoabaHreisad the fbilowraghappHi to yon 
Hagxpemed 
to you 
For bow 
long'KEse 
yoa 
Shere? 
Way was 
itnsed? 
How 
does finis 
happen to 
you? 
Locked in 
room 
Moved to 
isolation 
area 
On unit Locked 
doron 
(everyone) 
Administrative 
Isolation 
Other 
73.1 
answer if you have euer set 
Witnessed 
CY/N) 
How 
often does 
uiihis 
facilirv? 
Why is it 
nsed 
Stare? 
Lodged in 
room 
9 tins happen 1 
Moved to 
isolation 
a n a 
^ anyone: 
On unit 
confinement 
Looted 
down 
(ererrone) 
Adnnnxsix'atore 
Isolation 
Otber 
OCPCYA 
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Ymfl&CasisallBlHra 11 
7.4 Is there a leisel^ MBii.ts (tokeai economy) system here? <Y N ) 
7.4.1 Can ytra explain bow it WDI&S? 
7.4.2 How do y<m move fam cue level to the meat? 
7.4.3 Doy»iihm^tobeatacertainkvidiiic<rdfir4oas:cessprogi-an!c?(Y__N_ 
7.4.3.1 Eaqilam: 
Eights (tegbbttire) 
S.1 Were yini uEfiuKuied abosst your Tighte as a resident of Ais facility? (Y__N_ 
8.1.1 When? 
8.1 J Bywhorai? 
8.1.3 How where ycnainfemied of your ri^afa? 
8 . 1 . 4 XE^afr A» ytfm TMOTMBIHIIPT ahrarf yrmr rigjhfc? 
8.2 Were die rales a^rgsoansiMiiiespmi^mwi to-yiom?nr N ) 
83 Are there amy uuwiiittai rules that yon need to know to be accepted or get along hare? (Y__N_ 
8.4 What are these imwnttemrales? 
L6 If yea needed to, would yom casnjriaia? flf N *) 
8.6.1 If no, why not? 
1.7 Aire vcmaetarelv im-oh^mvmtt plan of eareCT amy cas^ N ) 
(Explain) 
C C S C Y A 
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YomfliCaaisalSiwiB 12 
8.S Areyoaial^toaseftfitElepfeastetocjHEtaciyaar Jawyeioa-liifl Omfaatkmam /Adrocaiey Office 
when you needed to? fY N ) (Explain) 
8.8.1 Do yoa have privacy when you csB your lawyer oar <fae QmWfanim /Afaocacy Office? 
( ¥ _ _ N _ _ > (Explain) 
9. Visitation 
9.1 WIio do yon consider to he your fanily? 
9.2 Do YOU have contact wr&vonr family? IY N ) 
9 3 Does your family visit you? (Y H ) 
9.4 AJEyouaBoweAtocall your family? (Y N > 
9 3 Wlio is allowed to visit? 
9.6 Who decides -ate) is allowed to visit? 
9.7 Auefeere things tliac get in the way of your foiniiy vssatiug? ( Y _ _ N _ _ ) 
9.7.1 What are tSta barriers to your fanOy visiting? 
10. Discharge Flaunting: 
10.1 Do you have a discharge plan? (Y__N_ 
10. LI What is your discharge plan? 
10.1.2 Are you involved m TOCT discharge plan? (Y N > 
10.2 Do j^ukiiow where >xoi aie gois^ to fee'n'teii you are discharged? (Y__N_ 
10.3 TSn yniw>CTLT» a Cimmnnity or'Prcfozikm Officer? fiT N ) 
10.4 Does your Coaimuuity or Probation Officer visit? ( Y _ _ N _ _ _ ) . 
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ll.Cherail experience in custody 
I Li What doyouth need to know about fais facility to help them in their stay bere? 
11.2 If you could change or improve one thing at tisis facility, what would it be? 
113 Is there ^ ih ing else tliat you want to tell me that I laaven'tasked? 
Closure 
• THamfc yrmrifi fiw fairing t h n fw¥» 6n awgEKwr dhgsp qawshinms 
• T t w mtfarrmarinm ^fopy fajyyia jwrarifEnfJ M -uafliaal^g .awfl w i l l Hflllip |wwgy3<mc: a n d grajpirwmaOTfrg in I w l p yraitfU 
• SfTfifmilpr feat if yuafli ggpErieace any femi of rriatiatimt, fam peers or stag, that fay should call 
(Provincial contact) 
• If 370U fa2^ aayQnesiEoai sbo^ilids research yon should call 
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